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Pre face 


A critical survey of theory, research and research method in ju- 
venile delinquency can serve at least two purposes. We hope to 
provide a handbook of theory and research both for the student and 
for the practitioner in the field. We also wish to provide research 
workers in the area with a summing up of the past and guidelines for 
future investigation. To these ends the editor sought as collaborators 
individuals active in research or theory or both, and particularly 
individuals sensitive to the methodological issues which must be 
faced if reliable knowledge is to be accumulated. While the editor 
has attempted to provide some features of over-all structure, the 
organization within chapters has been left to the contributors. This 
is really as it should be; those seriously involved in a subject are 
in the best position to develop a conceptual organization relevant 
to it. 

The initial steps toward the development of this book were taken 
when the editor was at Vanderbilt University. The majority of the 
editor’s efforts were expended during his tenure at Northwestern 
University. Finally, the work was brought to a close during the first 
year of his present academic connection at the University of Illinois. 
To the administrations of all three universities he offers appreciation 
for their support of the kind of activity represented by this volume. 


H.C.Q. 
Urbana, Illinois 
March 1965 
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The Meaning of Delinquency 


Rogerr D. Wırr and PETER F. BRIGGS 


Our CHILDREN are our greatest national resource. To the degree 
that they fail to contribute to the general welfare—or, even worse, 
that they become wasteful or destructive—they are damaged and our 
society is weakened. Delinquency involves personal suffering as well 
as a loss to society. A rise in juvenile delinquency is a cause for 
serious concern for the future of the nation. 


INCIDENCE 


There is evidence that juvenile delinquency is increasing both in 
terms of absolute number of offenses committed and in terms of rate 
of delinquent behavior. An increase in number of officially recorded 
and reported delinquent acts is apparent in the data reported later 
in this chapter. It is difficult to give precise data showing trends 
in rates of delinquent behavior, because of a number of factors which 
obscure the true picture. Some of these are discussed in greater 
detail in this and later chapters. However, it is the authors’ interpre- 
tation of the data available that there has been a marked increase 
in both amount and rate of delinquent behavior. 

The problem of definition makes comparisons difficult. There is 
no general agreement on just what constitutes delinquency. There- 
fore, an agreed-upon basis for estimating the extent of the problem 
does not exist. Most, but not all, of the fifty states, as well as the 
United States government and many foreign countries, have special 
statutes defining what constitutes a juvenile offender. These statutes 
vary as to age, Sex, and acts considered delinquent. Some acts, if 
committed by an adult, would be punishable under the criminal code 
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but do not constitute a crime if committed by children under a 
specified age. Other acts which would not constitute illegal behavior 
if performed by an adult are sufficient to bring a child before the 
juvenile court. 

Not all offenders are detected nor are all of those who are sus- 
pected treated in a similar manner. Justice wears a blindfold to sym- 
bolize that all are equal before the law. We have not yet achieved 
that abstract ideal. In actual practice, all are not treated in the same 
manner by the community. The methods of investigation and ad- 
ministrative procedures in criminal apprehension have always, as 
Sutherland (1939) explained long ago, favored the economically 
advantaged. Juveniles from better homes are not so often detected. 
Furthermore, as Perlman (1957) points out, many cases are not 
reported, not because of social class differences nor because the 
offenses go unnoticed, but because they are handled by referral to 
other agencies or individuals in the community without resorting 
to police or court action. Robison (1960) suggests that the very 
existence of a juvenile court in urban areas probably increases the 
likelihood of arrest of city children in contrast with rural residents. 
In many instances, it is the patrolman who is the “court of first re- 
sort.” Depending on both the patrolman’s training and character 
and upon community attitudes at the time, arrest rates vary markedly 
from time to time and from place to place. 

Social custom and cultural values also play a part. The well- 
known double standard as applied to sexual behavior creates quite 
different attitudes by parents and the police in assessing the serious- 
ness of sexual acts engaged in by girls in contrast with the adult 
perception of such behavior by boys. Conversely, stealing and ag- 
gressive behavior are likely to be dealt with more sternly when 
engaged in by boys than by girls. Some states set a lower age for 
boys than for girls in determining what age should be considered 
adult status for criminal prosecution, despite the well-known fact 
that boys mature in almost every area of development more slowly 
than girls. 

All of these factors reduce and distort the accuracy of statistical 
information upon which much of our knowledge and social action is 
based. In an effort to clarify the extent of the really illegal behavior 
indulged in by youngsters, a number of investigators have attempted 
to assess the problem by questioning samples of young people about 
their deviant behavior. The best of the early studies in this area is 
that of Porterfield (1946). He found that college students were able 
to remember and willing to admit to a very large number of acts 
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committed while in high school which, if discovered, would have 
resulted in their being classified as a delinquent. They were not 
caught, however. Such data are further evidence of the social class 
bias in delinquency statistics. Later studies by Murphy et al. (1946) 
and, quite recently, studies by Miller (1962) confirm these findings 
regarding hidden delinquency. A number of investigators have since 
done considerable work in developing self-report techniques. In 
general, they find that most young people do not report serious anti- 
social behavior, but that the extent of misbehavior among adolescents 
is certainly much greater than that reflected in official records. Nye 
and Short (1957) have refined the technique of assessing unofficial 
delinquency. Their scaling methods utilize data obtained from 
questionnaires (usually anonymous). There are some obvious prob- 
Iems in such methodology. The extent to which the respondents 
cooperate is unknown. Errors exist in the data, both because of the 
fallibility of memory and because of dissimulation. Doubtlessly, some 
youngsters withhold the truth by omitting to report some offenses 
which in fact they did commit, while others may falsely report hay- 
ing taken part in delinquencies in which in fact they did not par- 
ticipate. Efforts have been made to estimate the size of these sources 
of error by interview techniques, comparison of reported crimes with 
survey data, and the use of identified questionnaires. In summariz- 
ing the data on this point, Dentler (1962) states, “There is evidence 
in the available literature that given . . . [appropriate] . . . condi- 
tions . . . [of data collection] . . . , self-report data are sufficiently 
reliable and valid to make their collection and analysis eminently 
worthwhile.” 

The “official” incidence of juvenile delinquency in the United 
States is usually estimated from data gathered by two federal agen- 
cies; the Federal Bureau of Investigation (1962) of the United States 
Department of Justice and the Children’s Bureau of the United 
States Department of Health, Education and Welfare (1962). The 
former obtains police statistics from cities of over 2,500 population. 
These statistics represent the frequency of arrest for certain crimes. 
The latter obtains current statistics from a representative sample of 
court jurisdictions throughout the country. These statistics show 
the annual number of juveniles adjudicated as delinquent. The nar- 
rowest measuring of incidence of juvenile crime would be the num- 
ber of adjudicated delinquents in a given time period. The broadest 
meaning would include all juveniles who have broken the law 
whether apprehended or not. Arrest statistics are in between. 
Among these different ways of viewing the data there is considerable 
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concordance in the rank order of frequency of types of offenses and 
rates of crime for various age groups. The most frequent juvenile 
crime is stealing, and such offenses are committed primarily by those 
in the middle adolescent years. Whether one looks at arrest statistics 
or court records, the evidence seems clearly to indicate that at least 
the detection of incidences of delinquency is rising at a rate which 
is greater than the rate of growth of the population. In the case of 
adjudicated delinquents the rate during the last decade shows an 
increase in court appearance about twice as great as the increase in 
the population of that age. 

The official statistics also show a higher incidence of delinquency 
in urban, industrial centers than in smaller towns or farming com- 
munities, although there is an increasing rate in these areas too. The 
rate for boys is, and has always been, much higher than the rate for 
girls. The rate for girls appears recently to be accelerating more 
rapidly than for boys. While delinquency seems highly related to 
the developmental phenomena of adolescence in the past decade or 
more, delinquency is rising at a differentially higher rate during early 
adolescence in contrast with older youth and adults, especially in 
urban areas, 

In reviewing data from national sources, it should be remembered 
that the many factors suggested earlier in this section contribute 
some degree of inaccuracy to the statistics quoted below. In addi- 
tion, a final source of error may occur because both the FBI and the 
Children’s Bureau act merely as collection agencies.’ Because not 
all police departments and courts cooperate, their data are based on 
a sample rather than the entire population. Participation in their 
programs by local and state law enforcement agencies and by courts 
is wholly voluntary. Neither the Department of Justice nor the De- 
partment of Health, Education and Welfare can or does vouch for 
the validity of data sent to them. Nevertheless, to paraphrase Perl- 
man (1957), their reports do contain the best available evidence re- 
flecting trends in juvenile delinquency. With the passage of the 
Juvenile Delinquency and Youth Offenses Control Act by the Con- 
gress in 1961, and its extension in 1963 and 1964, substantial research 
and action programs in several American cities have been estab- 
lished. We may now hope that the next few years will bring enor- 
mously improved methods of assessment and treatment. Because of 
the additional filtering problems and difficulties in reporting systems 


1 Robison (1960) points out: “Like the Children’s Bureau, the FBI is apt to allege 


especially at budget time—the end of the fiscal year—an alarming increase in juvenile 
delinquency.” 
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for court cases, we have chosen to reproduce here arrest statistics as 
reported to only the FBI. 

Figure 1-1 shows the total number of crimes for which persons age 
21 and under were arrested, as reported to the FBI between the 
years 1953 and 1961. These data show a very rapid increase in the 
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Fig. 1-1. Total Crimes by Calendar Year for Children Less Than 15 Years 
versus Youths from 18-21 and All Ages Combined.? 


absolute number of crimes committed with especially steep gains 
in the two most recent years for which statistics are available. These 
figures indicate that'there has been more than a tripling of juvenile 
crime, from about 300,000 to nearly a million arrests, within less than 
a decade. The data in Fig. 1-1 show number of arrests reported to 
the FBI. This means that the figure more nearly reflects the number 


è Data in this illustration are derived from the Uniform Crime Reports for the 
United States, 1953-1961, pp. 24-32. Washington FBI, 1954-1962. 
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of acts which came under official investigation than the number of 
persons who committed offenses. Some youngsters would have been 
arrested more than one time during a given year. The extent of such 
recidivisms cannot be determined from the available records. 
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Fig. 1-2. Crime Rate per Million Youths for Offenses Against Property by 
Year for Each Age Group from 15-21 Years.° 


It has been said that there seems to be a trend for increasingly 
younger members of the society to become delinquent. To assess 
this trend we prepared the other two curves shown in Fig. 1-1. These 
show the total crimes committed by persons under 15 years and 


° Data in this illustration are derived from the Uniform Crime Reports for the 
United States, 1953-1961, pp. 24-32. Washington FBI, 1954-1962. 
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those between 15 and 21 years, This represents approximately equal 
populations for two seven-year age ranges. The trend here is clearly 
for a sharp rise in child delinquency, but the increase in the very 
young is not as marked as that for older adolescents. 

Note, however, that these data do not reflect the rapid growth of 
population—especially the adolescent population, during the same 


RATE PER MILLION ADOLESCENTS 


FREQUENCY OF JUVENILE CRIME: 
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Fig. 1-8. Crime Rate per Million Youths for Offenses Against Property by 
Year for the Total Adolescent Population.® 


period. They are presented only to illustrate the magnitude of the 
problem; they do not demonstrate an increasing rate of delinquency. 

In Fig. 1-2, the total crimes for which youngsters were arrested is 
shown for each age group, and crimes are reported as a rate per 
million of the adolescent population. This figure is corrected for 
population growth and over-all demonstrates a rise in rate of delin- 


° Data in this illustration are derived from the Uniform Crime Reports for the 
United States, 1953-1961, pp. 24-32. Washington FBI, 1954-1962. 
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quency greater than can be accounted for by population growth 
alone. This figure also roughly indicates the developmental trend in 
child delinquency; that is, a rise during early adolescence, up to age 
16, and a rapid decline in rate in later years. Figure 1-3 shows the 


460 - 


Aue OTHER 

440 - Crimes 
420 - 

400 - 

380 - 

360 - 

340 - 

320 - 

300 - 

280 - Crimes. 
260 - Pea 
240 - 

220 - 

200 - 

180 - 

160 - 

140 - Crimes 


NUMBER OF ARRESTS IN THOUSANDS 


INVOLVING 


= Dauss and 
120 AuconoL 
100 - 
CRIMES 

80 - Acaınst PERSONS 
60 - nungen 
i- FFENSES 

20 - 

0- 

53 54 55 56 57 58 59 60 61 


YEAR 


Fig. 1-4. Number of Crimes by Category Committed by Juveniles.” 


trend for the total adolescent population from age 15 through 21 
years of age. This figure shows a general rise in the frequency with 
which offenses have been reported and is also based on rate per mil- 


lion of the adolescent population. As such, it is corrected for pop- 
ulation growth. 


The FBI statistics may be categorized by type of crime. Table 1 


° Data in this illustration are derived from the Uniform Crime Reports for the 
United States, 1953-1961, pp. 24-82. Washington FBI, 1954-1962. 
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gives the major categories, with the titles of offenses included in 
each. Trends over the past decade of violations within these cate- 
gories are shown in Fig. 1-4 (again, not corrected for population in- 
crease). This figure shows gradual rise in all types of crime, but 
most markedly in property offenses and the category of “Other 
Crimes.” This last is most heavily contributed to by disorderly con- 
duct and the residual group of “All other offenses.” 


TABLE 1-1. FBI CLASSIFICATION OF CRIMES 


Crimes Against Property: Crimes Involving Drugs and Alcohol: 
Robbery Narcotic drug law violations 
Burglary Liquor law violations 
Larceny Drunkenness 
Embezzlement 


Stol Automobile Offenses: 
F olen property feiti Automobile theft 
orgery and counterfeiting Driving while intoxicated 
Crimes Against Persons: Oher Camas: 


Criminal homicide Violation of laws regulating weapons 


Murder and nonnegligent man- Disorderly conduct 
slaughter £ Vagrancy 
Manslaughter by negligence Gambling 
Forcible rape Suspicion 
Aggravated assault All other offenses 


Other assaults 

Prostitution and commercial vice 
Other sex offenses 

Offenses against family and children 


Thus, on the basis of official statistics, it is apparent that the total 
number of juvenile offenses is increasing and that it is highly likely, 
despite the problems associated with estimating incidence, that the 
rate is also on the rise. 


History 


While delinquency is a social problem of increasing concern to our 
society, it is not, by any means, a recent phenomenon. Our current 
concerns and attempts at prevention and amelioration are not with- 
out antecedents and are not independent of earlier thought and ac- 
tion on law, responsibility, and justice. A brief historical review may 
serve to provide perspective. 

Delinquency has existed in all cultures in all epochs of recorded 
history since there was any semblance of group living. There is not 
a contemporary society in which misbehavior of young people does 
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not exist and for which provision in law or custom is not made for 
the socialization of the individual and the management of persons 
whose social behavior is considered unsatisfactory to the dominant 
group. 

In Western culture, three traditions having ancient roots have 
become part of contemporary criminal law. In the United States, the 
most important of these is the common law which arose from Ger- 
man tribal law and was greatly modified by British tradition in later 
centuries. The other two important traditions are those from Judaic- 
Christian religion and from the Roman law. 

Roman law is the primary influence in juridical practice in most 
of Europe and in Latin-American countries. Beginning with the 
rule of the Emperor Constantine when Christianity became the state 
religion of Rome, Christian religious beliefs were more and more 
finely articulated in common law and ecclesiastical courts. These 
courts and their influence on secular justice reached their height of 
power in medieval Europe, after more than a thousand years of 
significant influence. It was not until much later (the mid-nineteenth 
century) that even in Great Britain all of the functions of ecclesi- 
astical courts were transferred to secular courts. The guiding prin- 
ciple under which religious jurisprudence is practiced is the aim to 
understand and apply the Will of God. The most profound effect of 
this principle finds expression in the American legal tradition of 
individual responsibility and retributive justice. 

The major premise of Roman law was that the individual has no 
rights except as given by the State. As the power of the Church in- 
creased, the tradition became the doctrine that the King rules by 
Divine Right. Many abuses by European governments can be at- 
tributed to the exercise of that doctrine for centuries, Revolt against 
these developments has limited the Church in most places. In dicta- 
torial states of Europe and Latin America, the political and juridical 
philosophy of the incontestable validity of state action is maintained. 
In North America, the tradition of Roman law continues to dominate 
the legal systems of Quebec, Louisiana, and Mexico. A major dif- 
ference between the Roman view and the common law, which pre- 
vails throughout the rest of the English-speaking world, is that 
judgment under Roman law is rendered by an official of the state—a 
judge—while under the common law guilt is determined by the 
representatives of the citizens—a jury. ; 

In the case of legislation governing judicial proceedings with 
children, there is also evidence of some Roman law influence. Much 
juvenile court administration proceeds from a presumption of guilt 
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for acts committed contrary to the general requirement in adult 
criminal cases of proof by the state beyond reasonable doubt. There 
is a difficult problem in values in juvenile cases in which a conflict 
arises between the philosophy of desire to protect (rather than 
prosecute) children and to dispense justice which is corrective and 
rehabilitative (rather than punitive) and the philosophy of due 
process (such as indictment and trial by jury) and protection of in- 
dividual rights of minors and incompetents (such as the right to 
counsel), 

The special treatment of juveniles under the law began relatively 
recently, After many years of exploitation subsequent to the In- 
dustrial Revolution, children came to be protected by legislation 
governing child labor. The federal government regulated the type of 
work and number of hours for which children and adolescents of 
specified ages were permitted to work. Similarly, state statutes were 
enacted governing child labor for businesses which were not in inter- 
state commerce. Each of the states also enacted compulsory school - 
attendance laws, typically for children who are educable between 
the ages of 7 and 16 years. Such laws regarding work and school 
have been enacted to protect children and to insure their socializa- 
tion. However, they also, unfortunately, contribute to creating prob- 
lems for youngsters who adjust poorly to school and for youngsters 
out of school who are not permitted to work. Such young people 
seem especially susceptible to delinquency. _ 

The governments in all fifty states also provide special treatment 
for juveniles in the court system. The first juvenile court was estab- 
lished in Chicago (Cook County) in 1899 after several years of 
promotion by the great social reformer, Jane Addams. The philoso- 
phy of these courts is-to remove the delinquent from the class of 
adult criminals and place him under the protection of the state, just 
as is done for dependent and neglected children. The courts are 
human institutions and as such are not always efficient, not always 
under the leadership of adequately trained or ideally motivated per- 
sons, do not always protect the individual's civil rights in their at- 
tempt to provide care, and, as a result, do not always render care or 
justice. However, the philosophy that the purpose of the court is to 
provide correction and protection and not to assign criminal guilt or 
extract retributive punishment has led to an enormous advance in 
human welfare in this century. 

With some exceptions, a discussion of which is beyond the scope 
of this chapter, the criminal code in the United States does not apply 
to children. It typically provides that children under age 7 are in- 
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capable of committing a crime, that children age 7 or over but under 
age 14 must be placed under the disposition of a juvenile court, that 
children over 14 but under 18 can only be tried as adults if referred 
to the appropriate prosecuting authority by the juvenile court 
(which it rarely does and then only for very serious offenses, such 
as murder), and that persons 18 and over come under the jurisdic- 
tion of district (or other adult) courts. Hearings in children’s courts 
are informal, and disposition of cases is made upon the consideration 
of the child’s best interest. 

Thus our society has a specialized legal mechanism for dealing 
with juvenile delinquency. An extended discussion, in both this 
chapter and volume, of the operation of the juvenile court and its 
services would be impractical, but the basic legal structure for deal- 
ing with the problem must always be considered in relation to both 
research and action programs. 


THEORIES OF ETIOLOGY 


What gives rise to juvenile delinquency? IF it is increasing, what 
are the causes? What can be done? While the later chapters of this 
book consider these questions and the research related to them in 
detail, a brief overview may serve to set the stage. 

We will sketch in this section some of the major explanations used 
for the causes of juvenile delinquency with some consideration of 
the implications of interest in these etiologic theories for appropriate 
research strategy and for social action. In a later chapter, we make 
some reference to these theories as they relate to useful predictive 
systems and comment on the degrees to which they have empirical 
validity. Other chapters in this volume deal with many of these 
theories in much greater detail. 

Delinquent behavior has been attributed to spiritual degeneration 
or malevolence, to biological disorders (including genetic, morpho- 
logic, neurologic, and metabolic imbalances), to experiential de- 
ficiencies (including inappropriate learning, stimulus deprivation, 
and psychopathogenic factors), and to social inadequacies (includ- 
ing cultural, sociological, economic, and political inequities). 


Religious Views 


The oldest view concerning the causes of delinquency come from 
religion. Most citizens in the United States are influenced by the 
Judaic-Christian traditions of Western culture. In the United States, 
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the culture is heavily influenced by the Protestant ethic of individual 
responsibility. By revelation (for example, the Mosaic Law) and by 
tradition, there has developed a generally accepted code of conduct 
which is expected to govern man’s relationship to God and to other 
men. Much of this tradition is reflected in civil statutes. The con- 
cept of sin is implicit in this tradition. The consequences of sin 
and of illegal behavior are punishment. F orgiveness by the state is, 
for most crimes, contingent upon the expiation of wrongdoing by 
suffering, and sometimes by restitution and resolution to obey the 
law. There are differences of theological opinion as to whether the 
Grace of God is independent of, or follows upon, suffering. 

Much of this religious tradition has been codified in the civil law. 
Often, both citizens and officials of the state express the opinion that 
the failure of an individual to reform following punishment indicates 
that the punishment was not sufficiently severe. Correction then in- 
volves the extraction of heavier penalties. This principle does not 
directly derive from religious teaching but rather is said to be “com- 
mon sense.” These ideas were first formally expressed by Beccaria 
(1804) 200 years ago. He attempted to clarify the meaning of moral 
philosophy as it related to crime. Beccaria reasoned that in the gen- 
eral exercise of his free will, man will seek pleasure and avoid pain. 
Thus he proposed that punishment for crime must be appropriate 
to the severity of the offense and must be greater than the real or 
expected rewards for continued criminal acts. As we point out 
later, this simple observation is an important theorem in the con- 
temporary behavior theories which use reinforcement as a funda- 
mental factor in human learning. This point of view, which Robison 
(1960) calls the classical period in theories of cause, did not suff- 
ciently account for individual differences since it looked at the crime 
rather than the criminal. To a large degree, and with some merit, 
this continues to be the philosophy of American law and is related 
to the precept that all men are equal under a rule of law. However, 
even beginning with Beccaria, some attention to the individual was 
recommended. Just as most criminal codes in the United States pro- 
vide, Beccaria asserted that children are incapable of committing a 
crime. Law provides punishment for adult offenders, but it also pro- 
vides for the protection and/or treatment of those individuals judged 
to be incompetent because of immaturity, mental illness, defective 
intelligence, and dependent or neglected status. 

Religious views, as outlined above, could be taken as a basis for 
research and action in the treatment and prevention of delinquency, 
A conceptual scheme based upon the common sense of the people 
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(a not unreasonable approach in a democratic society) would direct 
research toward refining methods for the detection and apprehen- 
sion of guilty individuals and toward the development of methods 
of punishment which would be efficacious in the suppression of 
criminal behavior and effective in coercing conformity. Social action 
would involve the implementation of these techniques. The common 
sense evidence for this approach is obvious: in fact, most burned 
children do dread the fire. The view derived from religion suggests 
that a solution will be found when we know how much of which 
kinds of punishments to apply. However, there is considerable evi- 
dence from the psychology of learning which clearly demonstrates 
that punishment is often a weak method for both suppressing old 
patterns and establishing new patterns of behavior. 


Biological Theories 


Medicine, the next oldest of the relevant disciplines, accounts for 
antisocial behavior as arising from organic or functional pathology 
of the central nervous system. If such behavior is genetically based 
and expressed in gross morphology (as Sheldon et al. [1949] would 
propose), neurologically (as Kallman [1953] would propose), OY 
broadly behaviorally (as Cleckley [1941] would propose), research 
should be directed toward the anatomical, endocrinological, meta- 
bolic, or essentially biochemical processes which result in delinquent 
behavior of individuals. Any action recommended in consequence © 
such knowledge would be in the form of eugenic and public health 
measures, designed to limit transmission of defective genetic con- 
stitutional factors and to correct aberrant metabolic processes. 


Psychological Theories 


Functional psychiatric disorders are also viewed as basic causes 
of delinquency. The fundamental intrapsychic pathology is often 
attributed to faulty interpersonal relationships especially between 
parents and children in the early years (or months) of life. Disturb- 
ances in these relationships produce neurotic, psychotic, or charac- 
ter disordered behavior, some of which are antisocial. It becomes 
antisocial through one of several routes. In some cases the individ- 
ual, because of neurotic guilt, seeks to be punished; in some cases 
the individual, because of displaced hostility, seeks revenge on soci- 
ety or symbolic persons or objects; in some cases the individual, be- 
cause of panic arising from displaced anxiety, thinks that he is 
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protecting his endangered psychic or physical being by attacking 
others or destroying property he erroneously believes is intent on 
harming him. 

The research task here would be to increase our understanding 
of the causes of mental illness insofar as they relate to disturbed 
interpersonal relationships and to increase knowledge of effective 
methods of psychotherapeutic intervention. Action would require 
programs designed to alter parent-child relationship, training in and 
dissemination of mental health material, and applications of psy- 
chiatric techniques to those now affected. 


Sociological Theories 


Sociological theory stresses the contribution of social forces to the 
occurrence of deviant behavior. According to Durkheim (1897; 
1898), serious economic or political stress can lead to a breakdown 
of power in the social system, whereby cultural norms no longer 
have inhibiting influence over group and individual behavior. He 
called this breakdown a condition of normlessness or anomie, that 
is to say, of lawlessness. Much contemporary sociological thinking 
concerning delinquency derives from Merton's (1957 ) extension of 
Durkheim's nineteenth-century theory of anomie. This theory em- 
phasizes the difficulties which arise when avenues toward, and forms 
of identification with, the goals and values of the society are not 
available, The foundation of Cloward and Ohlin’s (1960) ‘theory of 
Opportunity rests upon Merton’s construction. Delinquency, in their 
view, is the result of unsuccessful efforts to achieve goals of the 
society legitimately (especially as they relate to money and power), 
thereby causing the individual to engage in nonlegal avenues to 
obtain material wealth and social status, to steal or be a part of as- 
saultive gangs, or to retreat from social participation through drug 
addiction, Research here would be directed toward the assessment 
of social goals, the avenues open to their achievement, the oppor- 
tunity of various groups to use these paths, the development of al- 
ternative routes, the methods for making these available, or the 
methods for altering ambition toward available goals and the in- 
culcation of values for which routes are open. Action would involve 
modification of the social structure to provide adequate opportunity 
for achievement. 

Other sociological theories, such as those of Veblen (1912) and of 
Cohen (1955), emphasize other aspects of social structure and indi- 
vidual behavior. Cohen, for example, notes the developmental phe- 
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nomena involved in destructive behavior of youth. Much of this 
behavior appears to be senseless in terms of acquiring material ad- 
vantage or social status. It is the result, Cohen thinks, of the rejection 
by lower class youth of middle class norms, following what the child 
perceives to be a rejection of him by middle class authority. As mani- 
fest by the lower class group, it is a collective reaction formation. 
Essentially, such theorists maintain that, given the physical environ- 
ment in which it occurs, delinquency is not abnormal behavior. Re- 
search and action based on this frame of reference would require the 
delineation of activities which appeal to the adolescent but are not 
destructive of other people or their property. Improved housing, im- 
proved recreation, and appropriate leadership would be necessary. 


Conclusion 


While, as we mentioned earlier, more complete discussions of 
many of the factors briefly noted here will come later in this volume, 
the best judgment appears to be that in a given individual the oc- 
currence of delinquency may be attributable to any one of the de- 
terminants suggested but more probably to a concatenation of 
influences arising from several of these related but distinguishable 
sources. The prevention of delinquency will, in consequence, require 
an accurate assessment of the disturbances which cause it in order 
that these may be corrected. The control of delinquency, in addition, 
will require the development of remedial and management tech- 
niques which ameliorate or arrest the social pathology which is de- 
linquency’s symptomatology. And a fully satisfactory diagnostic 
approach will explicate the relationship among the etiological factors, 
the preventive measures, the treatment programs, and the occur- 
rence of delinquency in behavior. 

Given the above assumptions, there seems to be no alternative in 
social action research to adopting the hypothesis that delinquency is 
multiply determined. Furthermore, it seems reasonable to suppose 
that there are relatively “pure” cases for which one (or a few) causal 
factors are essential contributors to the outcome of delinquency but 
that the largest variance among the general delinquent population 
is attributable to a combination of forces leading to general social 
pathology, one vector of which is delinquency. It does seem im- 
portant to note here that delinquency is only one such vector in a 
pattern of failure which includes among the same populations 
(mainly urban, industrial), educational underachievement, mental 
illness, economic underproduction, disintegration of family patterns, 
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mental retardation, disease, social dependency, civil strife, poverty. 
alcoholism, religious apathy, and adult criminality. All of these are 
part of the same network and the problem of delinquency cannot be 
studied or treated in isolation from the more general problems of the 
individual and society. 


DEFINITION OF DELINQUENCY 


Earlier in the chapter we alluded to the difficulties which the lack 
of a universal definition introduced into the process of estimating 
the extent of delinquency. The definitional problem also has another 
implication: research into the cause of, and cures for, delinquency 
will be affected by the definition chosen by the investigator. Because 
of the importance of the definitional problem, we now return to a 
discussion of it. 


Requirements for a Definition 

A definition should serve some purpose and meet some standards. 
The first requisite of a good definition is that it should, as Feigl (Feigl 
and Scriven, 1956; Feigl, Scriven, and Maxwell, 1958) says, cut na- 
ture at its joints. That is, it should distinguish a given phenomenon 
from closely allied areas in some sensible way. For delinquency we 
cite two examples of such efforts. First, there is the FBI system of 
classifying crimes, as shown in Table 1-1. There, delinquency was 
viewed in terms of delinquent acts which may be separated into 
classes, such as offenses against property, offenses against persons, 
and traffic offenses. Such a system of definitions treats the phenom- 
enon in the familiar, legal form of the legislative statutes, the courts, 
and the law enforcement agencies. 

Table 1-2 shows another way to look at delinquency: it contains a 
system for describing delinquency in terms of the delinquent person. 
Here, we have attempted to account in a verbal way for different 


kinds of delinquency at the clinical level. 


TABLE 1-2. DIAGNOSTIC TypES OF DELINQUENCY 
(From Wirt & Briggs, 1960) ° 
Delinquency is primarily due to lack of emotional 


integration of the family. Such families provide ineffective example setting 
and disciplining for developing a social conscience. The family is hence an 
ineffective mediator of positive social values, and the youngster is receptive 


1. Diagnostic Category One: 


° Reproduced by permission of Minnesota Medicine. 
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to the least desirable influences emanating from associates and mass media 
of communication. 

. Diagnostic Category Two: This includes cases where the antisocial disorder 
is primarily the result of the child responding to an integrated home, but 
where the child fulfills the conscious or unconscious antisocial impulses and 
desires of the parents. Such families have been most intensively studied by 
Johnson and Szurek (1952). 

3. Diagnostic Category Three: This includes those cases where antisocial be- 
havior is primarily the result of disorder within the child. An example would 
be where the siblings may be making an adequate adjustment but the delin- 
quent youngster suffers from a sociopathic, schizophrenic, neurologic, low 
intellect, or severe neurotic syndrome promoting antisocial behavior. 

. Diagnostic Category Four: This includes the adolescent without major home 
or personality disorder whose normal hyperactivity and rebelliousness can- 
not be constructively integrated by his present environment because of a 
lack of acceptable outlets. 

. Diagnostic Category Five: This includes those children whose delinquency 
is largely a result of efforts to seek or maintain status in their peer group. 


to 


A 


or 


Which of these two systems of classifying delinquency has the 
greater utility will depend upon whether one wishes to observe the 
delinquent or his acts: this is a difference in level of observation 
between a psychological and a sociological approach. To come to a 
more nearly complete understanding of delinquency, both of these 
—or some integration of them—will be needed. 

A second requirement of a definition is that it should provide, in 
its reduction to the statistical language, a concept about which some 
variability may be associated which in tum may separate a given 
phenomenon from others in a useful way. Thus a good definition 
provides a method of classification which reliably differentiates in- 
dividuals or groups or occurrences in a way that is different from the 
absence of that method of classification with respect to the variables 
involved; by using the definition, groupings are changed in some 
meaningful way. At best, there is a regrouping which heightens util- 
ity of the concept, say, for improved research methodology or for 
practical treatment approaches which would have not otherwise 
been at all obvious or possible or attractive. Finally, as Loevinger 
(1957) points out, a good statistical reduction of the variance serves 
to draw together characteristics none of which in itself is distinctive 
enough to be definitive. 

A third requirement of a good definition is that at the conceptual 
level it is independent from, or specifies its dependencies upon, 
other established variables. This requirement instructs us to be 
aware of the level of observation of the phenomenon and its rela- 
tionship to variables at other levels of observation. In our brief dis- 


THE MEANING OF DELINQUENCY 19 


cussion of theories in the previous section, we made reference to 
efforts at etiological accounts for the occurrence of delinquency. If, 
for example, one takes a sociological level of observation, his defini- 
tion of delinquency should involve an account of how that definition 
is dependent upon and affected by his conception of group behavior 
and social institutions. Cloward and Ohlin (1960) do a reasonably 
good job of this. On the other hand, if one takes a psychiatric level 
of observation for his definition of delinquency, then it is necessary 
to specify the relationship between delinquency, as there defined, 
and personality theory. Bennett (1960) in her book, Delinquent and 
Neurotic Children, accomplishes this task rather well in explicating 
the definition of delinquency within the psychoanalytic modal. 


Levels of Observation 


Now if we think of these requirements as they relate to delin- 
quency, it seems clear that the definitions used may be quite re- 
stricted and have little, or no, translatability across disciplines. This 
may, in part, account for the fact that professional workers in the 
field have such difficulty in communicating with one another and 
are so often ignorant of research and practice by others of different 
training. In the theories which we discussed, delinquency was never 
explicitly defined. The phenomenon was attributed to genetic fac- 
tors, metabolic factors, developmental factors, intrapsychic factors, 
intrafamilial factors, interpersonal factors, group behavior factors, 
factors in the operation of social institutions, economic factors, poli- 
tical factors, cultural factors, and spiritual factors. But delinquency 
as such was not specified. It is quite possible to meet the three re- 
quirements which we have listed for a good definition within any 
one of these modes without reference to any other, but to do so 
raises the question of what the implications of the definition might 
mean when transformed to the language system of different levels 
of observation. 


Problems in Translation 


Let us take the broadly psychological frame of reference as an 
example. Within that framework, delinquency might have a number 
of definitions which may seem to overlap somewhat but which, even 
within the structure of a single discipline, are of a separate nature. 

1. Delinquency is superego deficiency. T his is, perhaps, the most 
frequently used explanation advanced by clinical psychologists and 
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psychiatrists for the occurrence of delinquency. Their ge be 
that the individual fails to incorporate primitive taboos, fai A 

identify with his parents’ = and seeks pleasure at the sacrifice 

rinciples of reality and morality. 

k Ei asehan is “holes” in eis. superego. This theory, first a 
vanced by Johnson and Szurek (1952) and observed by re er 
of psychoanalytically oriented investigators since, baga eat r 
occurrence of breakthroughs of antisocial behavior in indivi m 

whose ability in most areas to inhibit impulses is adequate. They 
attribute the acting out to lapses of superego development, u 
phorically described as holes in the superego structure, une 

which id impulses are admitted to overt expression. They attribute 
this distorted development to the child-rearing practices of N 
parents who achieve vicarious pleasure from their children’s illega 
behavior which they would not accept in themselves but are im- 
pelled to seek. . 

3. Delinquency is moral deficiency. Mowrer (1961) takes the posi- 
tion that weak conscience is due to improper teaching, While this 
point of view has something in common with the first definition, 
Mowrer’s position rests more heavily on learning theory and on 
religious conviction and less on a psychoanalytic model of behavior 
than the superego deficiency theories, 

4. Delinquency is aggression. Bandura and Walters (1959) take 
this hypothesis as their premise. They then attempt to relate delin- 
quency to the frustration of dependency needs which cause aggres- 
sion, and by implication, therefore, that which is the etiology of 
delinquency. 

5. Delinquency is underactivity of the central nervous system. It 
is Lykken’s (1957) belief that there are individuals with genetically 
based inability, or reduced ability, to learn clear responses to SeC- 
ondary situations. Because of this, such persons cannot associate 
punishment with the behavior which brought it about and, there- 
fore, do not respond with the sort of anticipatory anxiety which 
aoe most people from repeating acts for which they are cen- 
sured. 


6. Delinquency is a personality test score. By the use of psycho- 
metric devices, ‘such as the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality 


Inventory (Hathaway & Monachesi, 1953; Wirt & Briggs, 1959; 
1960), or projective tech 


niques such as the Rorschach (Finney, 
1951; Wirt, 1956) or Thematic Apperception Test (McClelland et 
al., 1953; Atkinson e¢ al., 1954, Lindzey et al., 1959) scores can be 
derived which, with variable success, correctly identify persons who 
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are or will become delinquent. This can be done empirically and 
does not require a foundation in learning theory or personality dy- 
namics, although such theories may have originally contributed to 
the selection of the items making up the scales. 

7. Delinquency is one aspect of differences in the behavorial his- 
tory of individuals’ social activities. Delinquency as defined by psy- 
chologists using this approach amounts to categorizing children’s 
behavior as it is evidenced at school or in other social situations— 
for example, school dropouts. 

8. Delinquency is a police or court record. This is not an explana- 
tory concept—and neither are some of the foregoing definitions—but 
it is one which many social scientists use. It is a clear and defensible 
definition. 

From these examples it would seem that the difficulty in precise 
definition is immense even within a single domain of inquiry. There 
are several reasons for this. Most important is the consideration that 
there is no psychological theory which has universal acceptance, nor 
is there any that quite qualifies as a total theory of human behavior. 
Part of the trouble in attempting to construct a theory of human be- 
havior is that the rational character of such theories becomes con- 
fused with the intelligence that is filtered through the relatively short 
experience of an observer taught to perceive and construe in terms of 
his own culturally influenced learning history. These historical and 
individual vicissitudes are quite germane to the point that, in the 
case of a definition of delinquency, temporal stability is probably not 
possible. The meaning of delinquency varies with the age of the in- 
dividuals being considered and the time and place in which his 
behavior is being assessed. 


A Definition of Delinquency 
The term delinquency is, after all, a legal term. We believe, there- 
fore, that the most sensible, useful, and independent definition of 
the behavior to which the word refers should maintain a focus upon 
the legal sense of its meaning, while recognizing the broader social 
and psychological variables involved. It seems to us that research 
ased on such a conception has greater probability of becoming 
meaningful across disciplines and among different theoretical orien- 
tations and various levels of observation. 
To begin with, we point out that nearly everyone would agree 
that delinquency has something to do with misbehavior. Beyond 
that, there is considerable disagreement along several lines. The most 
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important of these are in relation to age, psychopathology, and legal 
versus moral transgression. As generally conceived, an act consid- 
ered as delinquent would partly depend upon the age of the individ- 
ual whose behavior is under consideration. A given act may be quite 
acceptable at one age and an indication of antisocial tendencies or 
psychopathology at a later age. For example, very young children 
reach for and sometimes destroy pretty objects which attract their 
attention. We teach them to inhibit these impulses, but it is not until 
children are older that the failure to inhibit such impulses is inter- 
preted as malicious or disordered behavior. An adequate definition 
of juvenile delinquency necessarily involves the concept of age ap- 
propriateness of the behavior. 

Delinquency has something to do with misbehavior, but not all 
misbehavior is delinquent, even when it might be considered inap- 
propriate behavior for the age of the individual. Both the quality 
of the behavior and the degree of social deviance are factors in judg- 
ing an act delinquent or rather trivial, on the one hand, or delinquent 
or psychopathological, on the other hand. As Redl (1959) points 
out, the range of acts we consider as delinquent are truncated at 
either end. Toward one extreme are behaviors indulged in by most 
people some of the time. They may be silly, they may suggest poo! 
judgment, they may involve a lack of consideration for the welfare of 
one’s self or others, they may involve technical violations of laws: 
they may be considered of questionable morality, and so on, but to 
call them delinquent would be to apply the term so generally as to 
make its meaning useless. Most people have had parking tickets: 
Nearly everyone gossips some. Neither of these is very commend- 
able, but neither are they usually serious enough to be considered 
delinquent within a context most people would support as a reason- 
able use of the word delinquent. 

Toward the other extreme are behaviors of a bizarre nature which, 
while perhaps illegal, are symptoms of severe psychopathology. Ex- 
amples of such behavior make newspaper headlines when a person Š 
delusional thinking leads him to murder. Others, suffering from bram 
damage, toxicity, or mental defect, also sometimes perform destruc” 
tive or other illegal acts. To include these groups of individuals in 
the category of delinquents would confuse the definitional problem 
by placing in the same class persons whose acts are similar only in @ 
very gross way. The approach to the definition should, we think, 
properly be through similarity in persons or groups rather than 
through similarity in acts exclusively. The behavior of the individual 
rather than the consequences of his behavior should be the focus ° 
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the definition, while still keeping in view the essential importance 
of the term in law. 

Some misbehavior is illegal. Some misbehavior is immoral. Not all 
illegal behavior is immoral (for example, much regulatory legisla- 
tion governing commerce, industry, and agriculture ), and much im- 
moral behavior (as defined in Western religions) has not become a 
matter of secular legislation (for example, an offense against the 
First Commandment). The differences are partly practical and partly 
a matter of cultural relativism. Ellingston (1948) has said that crime 
is whatever the dominant elements of a particular society believe to 
be dangerous to the security and solidarity of the society at any par- 
ticular time. Thus an individual learns from his culture what is de- 
linquent and what is not. If removed suddenly from his own culture 
into a new society with a very different set of values, an individual 
might act in ways which are there perceived as strange and as delin- 
quent, though they would constitute behavior quite acceptable at 
home, Laws change within a society and, to some degree, though 
more slowly usually, so do concepts of morality. By definition, all 
societies have codes of conduct, but there are wide differences in 
time and place among groups as to behaviors which are acceptable 
and those which are considered immoral. The issue becomes clouded 
by attempting to fuse jurisprudence and theology in defining delin- 
quency. Despite the high correlation of acts which are immoral and 
those which are illegal, the differences are important and germane 
to making as exact a definition as is possible. ; 

If we are to speak of delinquents, the term should refer to kinds 
of persons whose behavior may be known to be of a defined sort. 
Such persons should not be categorized as delinquent because of the 
Sometimes capricious behavior of others (for example, a sudden 
“clean up” campaign because of a change in municipal administra- 
tion). Following this line of thinking, we find that not all persons 
contacted by the police, arrested, charged, or even convicted are 
delinquent. Nor, conversely, are all persons without such a history 
nondelinquent (there are in most cities notorious persons who for 
inexplicable reasons avoid prosecution but who seem clearly delin- 


quent as we mean it). 

The delinquent, then, would 
relatively serious legal offense, 
of development; is not committe 
lect, intracranial organic pathology, 
dysf unction; and is alien to the culture in whi 


be a person whose misbehavior is a 
which is inappropriate to his level 
d as a result of extremely low intel- 
or severe mental or metabolic 
ich he has been reared. 
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Whether or not the individual is apprehended or legally adjudicated 
is not crucial. 

This definition is complex. It has not, to our knowledge, been used 
in either research or theory. However, it is offered in the hope that 
it may provide some conceptual clarity for future investigators. 
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Social Disorganization and 


Delinquent Subcultures 


DANIEL GLASER 
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SoctaL ORGANIZATION AND THE CONTINUITY OF 
CuLTURAL CONDITIONING 


Max DIFFERS from all other animals because he alone can accumu- 
late learning from one generation to the next. For example, man 
today can design an automobile, but this is only because the learn- 
ing of earlier men was repeatedly transmitted to new generations 
in the thousands of years during which human technology evolved 
from the first wheel to the most modern automobile. Each genera- 
tion of animal other than man leams essentially the same things that 
were learned by all preceding generations in the history of its 
species. Human knowledge accumulates because men communicate 
their learning to their descendants by means of language. In no other 
species of life is there such an efficient means for the transmission 


of learning as human languages. 

Every type of knowledge, belief, or ability which humans learn 
from other humans can be referred to as “culture.” “Culture,” in this 
broad sociological and anthropological sense, includes language, 
religion, sciences, and the arts, as well as all customs of behavior 


and of feeling which humans learn from other humans in work, play, 
child rearing, and other activities. The accumulation of culture 


depends on communication. 

Social organization” can be operationally defined as the patterns, 
or networks, of intercommunication between humans. It can be 
described by noting who communicates to whom, and the quantities 
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and qualities of their communication. The components of eel 
ganization generally are called “groups.” (In one er a 
logical idiom, that of Talcott Parsons, the term collectivity iep a à 
“group.”) Those groups which have an enduring form are usu 2 
called “institutions.” The school, the church, the state, and the 
family are examples of institutions. ae 

Since details of culture are continually changing in diverse ways 
at different times and places, the longer humans in any group com- 
municate with each other more than with humans outside their 
group, the more likely they are to develop a unique culture. This is 
because they share new cultural developments with each other, but 
are not as well informed of new developments communicated in 
other groups. Since the groups in which one participates determine 
the communications which one receives, people who differ in the 
groups in which they have participated are likely to differ in the 
culture they possess. o. 

The groups with a unique culture vary in size and in the distinct- 
ness of their boundaries. Nations and tribes are among the larger 
groups, generally called “societies,” which usually are remarkably 
unique in the totality of their culture. Within small tribal societies 
there is relatively little cultural variation, In contrast, modern na- 
tional societies generally encompass a diversity of religious groups, 
innumerable occupational groups, and many recreational, regional, 
economic class, and other more and less sharply defined groups. 
Each of these, by placing its members in an unusual communication 
network, makes them recipients of a culture somewhat different 
from that of members of their society who are in other groups. For 
this reason it is appropriate to speak of regional, occupational, class, 
and other “subcultures” within a larger national culture. 


, as well as by less 
uch as the Boy Scouts. 
The long period of biological matur 
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and any other social organizations in which children may be in- 
volved must coordinate their activities effectively. They must also 
continually adapt to ongoing changes in the culture, during the new 
generation's long training period. 


SocıaL DisoRGANIZATION, DISCONTINUITY IN CULTURAL 
CONDITIONING, AND DELINQUENCY 


When the culture transmission and other behavior by members of 
a society fail to achieve a culturally expected degree of coordination, 
one can speak of the society as “disorganized.” Separate components 
of a society may also be considered disorganized, such as a family, a 
school, a government, or a profession. Each of these units is disor- 
ganized to the extent that any of its individuals or groups impede 
the others in work toward organizational goals. The degree of dis- 
organization is relative, and difficult to measure in absolute terms 
(Merton, 1961; Cohen, 1959). 

A certain amount of social disorganization is a normal accompani- 
ment of cultural and social change. Since culture accumulates, and 
seems to accumulate at a progressively more rapid rate, relatively 
rapid cultural change has become a normal feature of modern his- 
tory. Much of this change as well as a variety of other events, such 
as death and aging, disturb patterns of communication between peo- 
ple. Therefore, some disorganization in cultural transmission and 
other social behavior always has been a normal feature of human 
experience. 

Discontinuity in cultural transmission is prominent when there is 
disorganization in those components of a society which encompass 
more than one generation. This may involve different members of 
one group working at cross purposes in communicating to a new 
generation, but it is more often evident as a breakdown in com- 
munication between the generations within one institution, such as 
the family or the school. When this breakdown results in members 
of a juvenile generation communicating primarily with each other, 
they may develop a subculture differing in many respects from that 
of their elders; they may have different customs, different moral 
standards, and even a somewhat different language. When the be- 
havior promoted in a juvenile subculture seriously offends the ex- 
pectations of adults, it is referred to as a “delinquent subculture.” 

Sociological theory and research on juvenile delinquency have 
focused on three aspects of social disorganization which are believed 
to impede the inculcation of conventional adult behavior standards 
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in juveniles, and to promote delinquent subcultures. These aspects 
of social disorganization may be designated as ecological, class-struc- 
tural, and intergenerational. All three are interrelated, but it is con- 
venient to discuss each separately. 


ECOLOGICAL ASPECTS 


Ecological analysis in the behavorial sciences seeks to relate 
human behavior to its physical environment, and is particularly con- 
cerned with the distribution of behavior in physical space. Since 
spatial arrangements may impair or facilitate communication be- 
tween humans, they can affect patterns of social organization and 
disorganization. Perhaps the most conclusive early research on 
juvenile delinquency was concerned with its spatial distribution in 
large cities, and with the relationship of this spatial distribution 
to various city conditions. 

Outstanding in ecological research on juvenile delinquency is the 
work of the late Clifford R. Shaw and his colleague, Henry D. 
McKay. Concentrating most of their study in Chicago, they em- 
ployed a variety of simple research techniques, including tabula- 
tions of the percentage distribution of juvenile court cases for 
different sections of the city, spotting the separate cases on maps 
to show their distribution graphically, and analyzing individual life 
histories of urban delinquents (Shaw et al., 1929, 1930, 193la, 
1931b, 1938, 1942). Their work was coordinated with a flurry of 
other ecological research in American cities in the period between 
World Wars I and II (Park et al., 1925; Thrasher, 1927). These 
investigations yielded a set of interrelated major conclusions on 
juvenile delinquency and social disorganization, which can be sum- 
marized under three headings: spatial arrangement, population 
movement, and neighborhood-rooted delinquent subcultures. 


Spatial Arrangement 


Delinquency, 
arrest records, w 
dilapidated area 


as identified by juvenile court cases or by police 
as shown to be concentrated in the most physically 
di ated s of the city—the slums. These are predominantly 
interstitial segments of the city, for they are the remainders of 
areas once primarily designed for residential use, but now squeezed 
between commercial districts, factories, warehouses, railroad yards, 
stockyards, and the main arteries of automotive traffic. Since these 
types of construction made the older residential areas no longer 
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desirable for investment in residential construction, the average age 
of the housing in slums is high, and its physical condition has de- 
teriorated (although its value may remain high because of the po- 
tential value of the land for industrial and commercial use). 


Population Movement 


Because these high delinquency slum areas are the least desirable 
for residence, they are the areas where the newest and least-skilled 
immigrants to the city, who have the lowest social status, have been 
able to make their first settlements with the least resistance. Fre- 
quently they overcrowd these areas far beyond normal room-space- 
per-person ratios. 

In United States cities, the new low status immigrants who popu- 
lated the slums in the nineteenth century were predominantly 
peasants and laborers from Ireland, Scandinavia, and Germany. In 
the first two decades of the twentieth century, this influx was pri-, 
marily from Poland, Italy, and other parts of eastern and southern 
Europe. The immigration quota system in 1921 reduced migration 
from Europe to a trickle. When the slum residents from Europe 
were able to move to better sections of the city, they were replaced 
in the slums by poor farm families moving to urban areas from 
within the United States, primarily from the South, and they were 
mainly Negro. A mid-twentieth-century development, for some 
United States cities, was the influx to the slums of impoverished 
Spanish-speaking migrants, especially from Puerto Rico. 

Perhaps the most striking finding of the Shaw and McKay research 
was that the same slum areas had the highest delinquency rates in 
the city even after the predominant national or racial identity of 
their residents changed completely. Furthermore, for each national 
or racial group taken separately, delinquency rates declined as 
place of residence became more distant from the central business 
district of the city. 


Neighborhood-Rooted Delinquent Subcultures 


Shaw and McKay showed that the delinquency which comes to 
nset, usually is group be- 


the attention of official agencies, from its © 

havior, and becomes increasingly group behavior as youths become 
more advanced in delinquency. For example, they found that there 
Ived in 88 per cent of the stealing 


were two or more associates invo 
cases, Their case studies augmented such statistics by showing that 
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delinquent gangs are traditional in the high delinquency areas. The 
children of poor immigrant parents in overcrowded houses lived on 
the street to a greater extent than would be expected in other 
neighborhoods. In this situation, a boy’s normal experience in grow- 
ing up involved participation in street gangs, thus acquiring and 
transmitting the delinquent subculture traditional to the gangs. 

Shaw and McKay’s data indicated that poverty, commercial vice, 
broken homes, graft, and other evidence of disorganization of eco- 
nomic, political, and family institutions were distributed in the same 
spatial pattern in the city as the official delinquency cases. They 
also demonstrated that delinquents from these high delinquency 
areas had higher rates of recidivism than delinquents from other 
parts of the city. 

Thrasher’s study of 1313 boys’ gangs in Chicago portrayed the 
progressive development of casual play groups on the streets of the 
slums into unified and aggressive gangs. The integration of these 
groups and the development of mutual loyalty among their members 
were ascribed to their experience of conflict as a group, in opposition 
to the police and to other gangs (Thrasher, 1927). The case studies 
of Shaw, McKay, Thrasher and others indicated that gangs in the 
high delinquency areas gave youth affection, recognition, respect, 
and other emotional need fulfillments at a time when absence of the 
parents from the home, or the parent’s nonassimilation in American 
culture, prevented the satisfaction of these needs in the home. In an 
area of less social disorganization, such services to youth would be 


provided more extensively by the family and other traditional in- 
stitutions. f 


accurate or useful, it is likely 
when made, but from major 


ban life for the most delin- 
quency-prone segments of the popul 


consequence of large-scale public housing, “urban renewal,” indus- 
trial suburbs, and freeway transport 


not in existence or not extensive when the earlier studies were done. 
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court; the family or the community takes care of it out of court 
(Robison, 1936). Certainly, such incompleteness in available sta- 
tistics on delinquency is undeniable. Yet there are two reasons for 
relying on research based on the operational definition of delin- 
quency as that juvenile misconduct which elicits police, court, or 
other government action. First of all, these acts are of special signifi- 
cance as problems to the community and to the juveniles who com- 
mit them, simply because the people or places they involve, if not 
the acts themselves, render these juveniles subject to official police 
or court action. Secondly, only delinquent behavior that is officially 
recognized is measurable; any hypotheses as to trends or correlates 
of all delinquency, known or unknown, can be tested only on the 
assumption that the rates of delinquency not officially known are 
highly correlated with the rates of officially recorded delinquency. 

Some critics have made much of the fact that there are many ex- 
ceptions to the concentric circle model of city spatial arrangements 
presented by early ecologists (Lander, 1954; Jonassen, 1949). In 
this model, a central business district circle was surrounded by a 
ring known as the “zone of transition” (changing from residence to 


commerce and light industry) where delinquency was expected to 


be highest; from this second ring outward, through increasingly bet- 
expected to decline. The con- 


ter residential rings, delinquency was 

centric circle conception, however, was an ideal-typical model for 
representing the effects of invasion and succession processes in the 
growth of a city from its point of origin. Even the ecologists who 
first applied this model pointed out major sources of deviation from 


a concentric circle pattern, notably (1) natural barriers, such as lakes 


and mountains, which prevent uniform rates of city growth in all 


directions; (2) expansion of commerce and industry into residential 
areas mainly along the arteries of automotive, rail, and water trans- 
port, rather than in a perfectly circular pattern; (3) the merging of 
expanding central cities with their satellite cities, including indus- 
trial suburbs, each of which generates a separate approximately 
concentric circle pattern; (4) and islands of cultural resistance to 
social disorganization, for example, “Chinatowns” and Japanese 
neighborhoods, with their own stable institutions, which maintain 
low delinquency rates even in slum areas (Shaw and McKay, 1949; 
Toby, 1950). 

The first outstanding methodological advance beyond Shaw and 
McKay in the ecological study of delinquency was the work of 


Bernard Lander. He interrelated 1939-1942 juvenile delinquency 


information with seven items from the 1940 census on all 155 census 
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tracts of the city of Baltimore, employing zero order, partial and 
multiple correlation, both linear and curvilinear, as well as factor 
analysis, The strongest relationship which this revealed was an : 
verse correlation between home ownership and delinquency for 
census tracts in which from zero to about 60 per cent of the homes 
were owner-occupied; a slight positive relationship of delinquency 
with home ownership existed for the few tracts in which housing was 
more than 60 per cent owner-occupied. Percentage of nonwhites in 
a census tract was positively related to delinquency, but this rela- 
tionship also was curvilinear, since higher delinquency was found in 
racially mixed tracts than in those either entirely white or entirely 
nonwhite. As in earlier research, he also found a progressive de- 
crease in delinquency rates moving outward from the center of the 
city (Lander, 1954). 
Lander saw the Shaw and McKay findings as contradicted by the 
fact that zones of transi 
cluding areas with low 
delinquency most conc 
residential to commerci 
with those of Shaw and 
tial to industrial use, 


oldest, located near the center of the city, settled by the lowest status 


he Chicago zones of transi- 
ork). New zones of transi- 


Lander argues that his findings are 
by ascribing delinquency to anomie, ra 
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tion inversely related, despite all types of partial and multiple cor- 
relation, whereas in Baltimore their zero order relationship disap- 
peared when other variables were held constant. Factor analysis in 
Detroit suggested that the primary factors associated with high 
delinquency rates of city neighborhoods are ethnicity (indicated by 
high proportions nonwhites and low proportions foreign born), 
social status (low education and low income), and what might be 
called a “slum rooming house” factor (low proportion owner-oc- 
cupied, high proportion of “unrelated individuals” in households, 
high overcrowding, and low income). Both anomie and social dis- 
organization, as ordinarily conceived, are applicable to the interpre- 
tation of these data. : 

Radically new ecological aspects of delinquency may be develop- 
ing from recent changes in our cities. Vast sections of slum residence 
have been torn up and replaced by other types of construction. 
Meanwhile, persons who would normally find homes in slum areas 
have been domiciled in new housing projects erected in huge de- 
velopments at arbitrarily scattered locations. Here each resident is 
a stranger to all, there are no traditions either of crime or of non- 
crime, and the long-established vice and gambling syndicates and 
the political machines of the slum are not present. As will be pointed 
out, Cloward and Ohlin (1960) suggest that in these new housing 
situations delinquent subcultures acquire unique characteristics, 
stressing intergang conflict rather than crime. 

Another feature of much modern city life is an increased geo- 
graphical mobility of the residents within the metropolitan area. 
Even impoverished segments of the population may travel many 
miles to work and return, or to contact friends. Freeways and ex- 
pressways make such travel less time-consuming than it formerly 
was, and gross inadequacy of public transportation makes an auto a 
necessity even for poor persons. This probably is best illustrated in 
Los Angeles. Here, it is claimed, many older delinquents have cars. 
Their gangs recruit members living many miles apart, so that gang 
activities are conducted in convoys of old cars. When they rendez- 
vous, or when they move collectively to another destination, they 


create a minor traffic jam. 


CLAss-STRUCTURAL ASPECTS 


Differences in the prestige or rank of members of a group or a 
society are an aspect of social organization, for they determine the 


manner in which people communicate to each other. Where a seg- 
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ment of a society is distinguishable as receiving less deference, re- 
spect, or other indices of rank or prestige than another segment, 
these segments are referred to as social classes. While differences in 
prestige exist within every society, the readiness with which a num- 
ber of people can be discerned as forming a distinct class varies 
greatly from one society to the next. In feudal Europe, for example, 
it was quite clear that the nobility were distinctly above peasantry, 
servants, and artisans in wealth, in power, in the respect they re- 
ceived, and in other indices of rank. Also, there was little doubt or 
disagreement in classifying people into these categories, As the 
middle class of free entrepreneurs grew, and the nobility lost some 
of their status attributes, these European class differences became 
increasingly less clear-cut, In the United States, where there was no 
u and unitary feudal heritage, class lines have been especially 
uid. 

Nevertheless, Americans are familiar with differences of rank, or 
social status, in their communities, For example, the prestige and 
deference given to members of so-called “high society” or “the 400” 
contrast with the scorn and disdain with which the skid-row derelicts 
or the newest minority group migrants to the slums generally are 
regarded. Between these extremes, the “white collar” workers com- 
monly see themselves, and are seen by others, as of higher status than 
the “blue collar” manual workers, regardless of actual income. De- 
Spite some consensus in these status rankings, the criteria of class 
are vague, numerous, and imperfectly correlated, and labels for 
classes vary. This is evident in the fact that different procedures for 
un to distinguish classes in the United States yield different re- 
sults, i 
„E asked to which class they belong, or whether they belong to 

upper, middle, or lower class,” three-fourths of Americans say “mid- 
dle class.” On the other hand, if asked whether they belong to the 
upper, middle or working class,” slightly over haif say “working 
Class, over 40 per cent say “middle class,” and less than 10 per cent 


sa “u n » . . 7 . ni . Ec a 
s = pper class, This 1s very close to the distribution of lower, 
“mi dle,” and upper” class, respectiv. 


na sample from the cit 


ert nese three classes into an upper and a lower, yield- 
ing “lower upper, upper middle,” and so forth. Many students of 


Tica have simply divided people into classes by 
uch as Income, education, or Occupation (Mor- 


SOCIAL DISORGANIZATION 37 


The middle class is generally regarded, in American sociological 
literature, as the main protagonist of the dominant morality of our 
culture. This morality, often designated after Weber as “the Protes- 
tant ethic” (Weber, 1930), emphasizes hard work, frugality, study, 
ambition, and deferment of immediate impulse gratification for the 
sake of accumulating wealth and vocational capacity, hence greater 
gratification later. Also, emphasis on “good manners” and language 
—the “ritual of class”—is especially linked with middle and upper 
class status, The schools and the churches, and many youth organi- 
zations, such as the Boy Scouts, devote a major portion of their effort 
to the propagation of ‘these values. They are part of the dominant 
injunction to succeed, to view low status as not necessarily perma- 
nent, which has been called “the American dream” (Chinoy, 1955). 

Disorganization in the class structural aspect of American com- 
munities is suggested by the fact that people tend to rank themselves 
higher in social class than others rate them, and by the fact that so 
many institutions enjoin Americans to try to raise their status to a 
greater extent than is possible for most of them. Disorganization in 
the sense of uncoordinated action, or action in violation of common 
expectations, is indicated by the fact that the deference which people 
can command on the basis of their class status varies with the 
criteria of class on which attention is focused, and is thus incon- 
sistent for many individuals. Such imperfectly correlated criteria 
include manners, income, education, and performance of clean 

white collar” work. These disorganized aspects of American class 
structure have provided the basis for several interesting theories of 
delinquency. ; 

_ A major landmark in post-World War II theorizing on delinquency 
in the United States is the work of Albert K. Cohen, Delinquent 
Boys: The Culture of the Gang (1955). Its primary concern is to 


explain the development of delinquent subcultures distinctive of 
the notion that cultural 


he distribution of subcultures, since 


the amount of exposure to them. 
tion that the delinquent subculture merely 
genic problems of the individual de 
such problems, especially in low delinquency areas, do not manifest 
the values of the delinquent subculture; they express personality 
disturbances in other ways. His alternative solution is that psy- 
chogenic and subcultural processes blend in a single causal process 
when youth with similar personal problems are thrown together. 
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All subcultures, Cohen reminds us, are acquired by interaction 
with those who already share and embody the subculture in their 
beliefs and actions. A subculture owes its existence to the fact that 
it provides a solution to certain problems shared by those who align 
themselves with the subculture. These problems are produced by a 
conflict between an actor’s frame of reference and the situations 
which he confronts. The problems are solved by a change in the 
frame of reference, However, a solution, to be satisfactory to an 
individual actor, must be one in which he feels some social support 
and, therefore, legitimation. Our values must be acceptable to those 
on whose cooperation and good will we are dependent, and, re- 
ciprocally, consensus in values leads to acceptance, recognition, and 
respect. 

The working class child, Cohen points out, is exposed to pressures 
from many adults to conform to standards of the middle class. These 
adults include school teachers, ministers, and recreation center 
directors. A working class background, however, hinders a child in 
conforming to these standards, For example, planning and foresight 
are not as habitual in the working class family as middle class stand- 
ards demand. Thus working class youth have a common core of 
status discontent. 

A typical solution to loss of statu 
cannot conform well, Cohen suggests, is to devalue 
respect of that group. This is consistent with th 
servation that inadequacy leads to rebellion (Plant, 1937). Thus 


e individual’s problems 
gs fiercely try to assert their 
e class values, 


s us, consist of boys who individ- 
y possess many different kinds of 


sonality traits, Indeed, it is reasonab 
ferences are necessary for there to 
the gang, such as the leaders and th 
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it is a reaction formation, in Freud’s sense, but a collective one. 
Cohen cites in support of this contention the extent to which delin- 
quents are nonutilitarian (e.g., turning to vandalism, and stealing 
items for which the thief has no use). He points out also the extent 
to which delinquents are versatile, rather than specialized, in their 
delinquent acts. He also notes the negativistic and malicious quality 
of their expressive acts and their remarks toward middle class per- 
sons, as evidence of this reaction formation in working class male 
delinquents. 

Delinquency in the middle classes, Cohen suggests, is most often 
an attempt to exhibit masculine behavior. Because the father in the 
middle class home is absent long hours, he therefore exhibits little 
masculine authority at home, where the mother must manage things. 
According to Cohen and others, the son, in this middle class situa- 
tion, feels the need to enhance his conception of his own masculinity, 
if not through legitimate means (e.g., athletic prowess), then 
through delinquent violence and independence. Cohen points out 
that in all classes, female delinquency is primarily sexual, and he 
suggests that this is because the main source of female status in our 
Society is attractiveness to men. 


Sykes and Matza, in a 1957 paper, object to Cohen’s notion that 


delinquency is based on a set of norms opposed to those of the 
inst dominant class 


dominant culture, and developed as a reaction agal 
expectations, Instead, these authors contend, the delinquent is com- 
mitted to the values of the dominant culture, and cannot pursue 
delinquency until he develops “techniques of neutralization” to cope 
with the shame and guilt which are aroused when he contemplates 
committing a delinquent act. These techniques, essentially, are 
processes of rationalization before the act, rather than the ration- 
alizations with which Freud was concerned, those which occur after 
the act. The techniques of neutralization, which the delinquent 
addresses to himself as well as others, include the denial of responsi- 
ility for any damage or injury which his delinquent acts involve, 
the denial that serious injury is done, the denial that there is a victim 
(the victim is a wrongdoer whom the delinquency properly pun- 
ished), the condemnation of the condemners (“They're all mean and 
crooked themselves”), and the appeal to higher loyalties (“It would 
€ wrong not to help one’s friends”) (Sykes and Matza, 1957). This 
view of such rationalizations before the act resembles the view of 
Motivation as a verbal process implied by diverse writers, from C. 
Wright Mills (1940) to George A. Kelly (1955). 
Cohen and Short, commenting on the Sykes and Matza essay, deny 
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that it contradicts Cohen’s Delinquent Boys formulation. They sug- 
gest, indeed, that reaction formation and the development of a delin- 
quent subculture are themselves techniques for neutralizing middle 
class values (Cohen and Short, 1958). One might add that the 
techniques which Sykes and Matza cite are a familiar part of the 
content of delinquent subculture which boys transmit in delinquent 
groups, and which they strengthen by repeated affirmation to each 
other. 

The anthropologist Walter B. Miller, after several years of work- 
ing with gangs in a high delinquency section of Boston, contends 
that lower class delinquency is derived directly from the distinctive 
attributes of lower class culture, rather than its being a reaction 
against middle class expectations. He suggests that the poor families 
in American slums, among which delinquency is especially con- 
centrated, are characterized by a distinctive way of life patterned on 
certain unique focal concerns. While “achievement” is a generally 
recognized concern of most members of the middle class, the lower 
class thinking is portrayed by Miller as patterned especially around 
concern with: 

Trouble, Miller suggests that not “ 
avoiding difficult consequences, all indiscriminately labeled “trouble” 
in lower class speech, are the primary considerations in lower class 
evaluation of such diverse acts as entering inta premarital sexual 
intercourse, stealing, being truant from school, becoming drunk, or 
getting into a gang fight. Furthermore, in the relatively deprived 
situation of “the youngster born and bred in this cultural milieu,” 
Miller says, “the total dynamics underlying choice of alternative 
forms of behavior, including the individual’s perception of potential 
gains to himself, frequently throws the weight of decision on the 


side of norm-violating behavior” (Kvaraceus and Miller, 1959, Vol. 1, 
p. 65; see also Miller, 1959). 


Toughness. Masculinit 
seen as unusually import 
are the “tough” males, w 
policemen or teachers—tl 
having given them a “go 
trayal. This emphasis, h 


right and wrong” so much as 


> 


llegitimacy, desertion, and divorce or simply 
problems. These conditions 
ave been interpreted as giving male youth 
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in these homes an unusual need to establish and assert their mascu- 
line identity. 

Smartness. Skill in duplicity, rather than academic wisdom, is 
connoted by “smartness” in the lower class culture described by Mil- 
ler. Prestige comes to a boy who “cons” money or assistance out of 
those who are “suckers,” or who “beats the rap” for his misdeeds by 
prevarication to teachers or policemen. “Although the ‘IQ’ of the 
lower-class adolescent—as measured by school administered intel- 
ligence tests, which entail certain types of verbal and academic 
aptitudes—is almost invariably low, his ‘duplicity’ quotient must be 
high if he is to operate effectively in the world of the street corner” 
(Kvaraceus and Miller, 1959, p. 66). 

Excitement. “The search for thrill and stimulation is a major con- 
cern in the lower-class community, where life often involves monot- 
onous and dull routines in the home, on the job, and in just ‘hanging 
around... , The desire for excitement is reflected in prevalent pat- 
terns involving drinking, gambling and playing the numbers, goad- 
ing (‘testing’) official authorities such as teachers and policmen .. . 
destroying public property, stealing a car, and joy-riding. ... Much 
of the delinquency related to this cultural concern involves the 
quality of high adventure, Although aggression against persons and 
property may figure in many of these acts . . - the aggressive com- 
ponent is one by-product of complex motives which includes the 
quest for ‘excitement’ ” (Kvaraceus and Miller, 1959, pp. 66-67). 

Unusual concern with “luck,” a fatalistic component in thinking 
about one’s behavior, and stress on autonomy (“Nobody is going to 
boss me around”) are also identified by Miller as distinctive features 


of the culture transmitted in the lower class. These concerns are 
seen by Miller as particularly adaptive to the adult life of the ap- 
ation who remain in unskilled or 


proximately 50 per cent of the popul 
semiskilled jobs, and who are likely not to finish high school. The 
large group that has internalized such values is what Miller calls 
the “stable” lower class, who eventually become predominantly law- 
abiding adult members of the lower class. Those youths who aspire 
to higher status may become either what Miller calls the “aspiring 
but conflicted” lower class, many of whom turn to delinquency and 
crime when they fail at legitimate pursuits, or the “successfully 
aspiring” lower class, who enter the middle class. 

The middle class is seen by Miller as having concerns somewhat 

ifferent from those of the lower class, due to the middle class pat- 
tern of deferring immediate gratification for the sake of long-run 
achievement. The existence of some delinquency in the middle 
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class is ascribed by Miller largely to the diffusion of some of the 
lower class values to the middle class. Such diffusion is illustrated 
by the spread of jazz and rock-and-roll music from the N egro slums 
through the white slums to the white middle and upper classes. He 
also notes the spread of lower class styles of dress to middle class 
youth, including blue jeans, tight skirts, leather jackets, and duck- 
tailed haircuts. Because these styles are opposed by middle class 
parents, Miller asserts, they are valued by middle class youth as 
devices for the expression of independence from parents. 

Bohlke ascribes middle class delinquency to the diffusion of lower 
class cultural patterns through quite a different process, He suggests 
that such delinquency has increased as an indirect result of the 
economic enrichment of many manual workers reared in a lower 
class culture but employed in strongly unionized industries where 
the income of workers equals or exceeds that of traditionally middle 
class people. This income shift in the mid-twentieth century creates 
a widespread condition of “status inconsistency” in the United 
States, he argues, especially when these newly middle income fam- 
ilies move into middle class neighborhoods, Their children are likely 
to develop delinquent subcultures because they suffer “marginality,” 
according to Bohlke, from failure to be accepted in the “old middle 
class” circles. They are poorly prepared -by their home life with 
relatively uneducated parents for competition in conventional pur- 
suits, especially in the school, with children of the “old middle class” 
(Bohlke, 1961). Alternatively, it has been speculated, many chil- 
dren of the “old middle class” may engage in delinquency because 

eep up with the consumption patterns of 
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family’s providing private assistance. Whether a consequent class 
bias in official statistics makes the apparent predominance of delin- 
quency in the lower class purely an artifact, or whether it merely 
exaggerates a genuine class difference in rates of juvenile misbe- 
havior, has long been a moot issue. A few researchers, however, have 
provided some systematic evidence on this matter. 

James F. Short and F. Ivan Nye developed a Guttman scale for 
the measurement of delinquency in terms of the acts admitted on 
anonymous questionnaires. In administering these questionnaires to 
high school students in several small cities in the state of Washing- 
ton, they asked the respondents to state the occupation of their 
father. No significant differences were found in the admitted delin- 
quency of children classified in socioeconomic levels on the basis of 
the occupation of their fathers (Nye, Short, and Olson, 1958). 

In a much more extensive investigation in Nashville, Tennessee, 
Reiss and Rhodes procured both the court delinquency record of 
9238 juveniles and interview data for a random sample of 158 of 
these juveniles. Their results indicate a somewhat complex relation- 
ship between status and delinquency. More frequent and more 
serious delinquency was admitted in the lower than in the middle 
stratum, but this contrast was greatest in comparing juveniles from 
school areas in which the inhabitants were highly homogeneous in 
Occupational status. Areas in which residents were mixed in status 
had less differentiation of delinquency rates by social status of 
parents than was found in comparing homogeneous districts of dif- 
ferent social class predominance (Reiss and Rhodes, 1961). 

The Reiss and Rhodes finding of relatively homogeneous delin- 
quency rates within school districts may account for the failure of 
Short and Nye to find close relationships of delinquency to social 
status within small towns. Reiss and Rhodes also interpret this find- 
ing as a contradiction of Cohen’s theories on delinquent subculture 
formation as a lower class reaction to failure in competing with the 
middle class. They reason that lower class youth would confront 
more of the middle class, against which to react, in areas where 
Parents are most heterogeneous in status, but they note that here 
these class differences in delinquency rates are minimal. The tend- 
ency for delinquency to be relatively uniform across class lines 
within school areas supports the Shaw and McKay view of delin- 
quency as primarily acquired by cultural transmission. This also 
supports Sutherland’s differential association theory for the explana- 
tion of individual delinquent and criminal careers. 

The Reiss and Rhodes interview data suggest that very few delin- 
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quents are oriented to careers as criminals. Most simply conform - 
peer expectations. In the high delinquency areas, those who do = 
conform to delinquent patterns are likely to be social isolates. 
fact, most lower class youth were found to be conforming to con- 
ventional work and study expectations, and a majority were pis 
volved in serious delinquency, despite greater relative rates of their 
as compared to others, 

Clark ae Wenninger have largely validated the Reiss and ee 
findings, although they measured delinquency by its being admitted 
on anonymous questionnaires, as Short and Nye did, instead of using 
juvenile court records, Comparing a lower class urban school district 
within a Chicago slum area with an upper class Chicago suburb, 
they found markedly less delinquency in the suburb. In a small, in- 
dustrial, predominantly lower class city of northern Illinois, delin- 
quency was admitted by the students almost as frequently as in 
the Chicago slum, but in a clearly low income rural area of a 
Illinois, delinquency rates were almost as low as in the 
Within each of the four separate communities, however, admitte 
delinquency was not significantly differentiated by the social status 


of a youth’s father, as indicated by his occupation (Clark and Wen- 
ninger, 1962), 


hville court records by 


questionnaire admissions of Chicago stu- 
dents through the work of Clark and We 


-was also supported by the research of 
of Washington. These findings have been interpreted as supporting 

quency as expressing lower class culture, as 
delinquency as a 
, but contradicting Cohen’s theory that 


expectations, 


AcE Group CLEAVAGES AND DELINQUENCY 
Bloch and Niederhoffer (1958) 


assert that there is a similar “gang- 
t all class levels in our society, and 


a social device whereby a youth, 
goes with adulthood, can “prove he 
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is a man” before an audience of his age peers. While societies vary 
in the extent to which they structure the transition from childhood 
to adulthood, and the adolescent groups vary in the violence of their 
activities and in their conflict with adults, these groups are all 
seen as having the common function of providing “ego support” and 
“courage” for youth in this adolescent period. 

In areas that are not highly urbanized and industrialized, the fam- 
ily or extended kinship group is a more basic unit in the social 
division of labor than it is in the large cities of the United States and 
Europe. In family activities persons are allocated different roles 
according to age and sex, but they all function as an integrated group 
in those tasks and pleasures which are family enterprises. The prob- 
lem of delinquency may arise, in large part, from the fact that family 
functions now have diminished. S. N. Eisenstadt has documented the 
extent to which age-homogeneous groups “tend to arise in those 
societies in which the family or kinship unit cannot ensure, or even 
impedes, the attainment of full social status by its members” (Eisen- 


stadt, 1956, p. 54). 


Numerous sources of decline in the extent and intimacy of social 


enterprises by youth with parents could be cited. These include the 
transfer of education functions from the family to the school, the 
growth of the school and of youth organizations as centers of leisure 
time pursuits for juveniles, the radical decrease in family businesses, 
the increase in the extent to which married women are employed 
away from home, and the fact that workers move from one house to 
another about once every four years, scattering youth far from 
grandparents, aunts, uncles, and other non-parent kin. All of these 
trends increase the extent to which adolescents live in a social world 
in which their most direct and intimate relationships are others of 
their own age level. _ aii 
Augmenting all of the foregoing in separating generations = hin 
American society is the disparity, for many youth, between the age 


when they leave school and the age when they can procure employ- 
ment. For those youth not strongly committed to school attendance 
i f compulsory education in 


and achievement, the age 16 maximum o: ie 
Most areas has not been an age of ready access to the world of em- 


ployment. This is because education itself is a major requirement 
for much employment. For example, a U. S. Census survey In 1959 
indicated that, for males of age 16 to 24, rates of unemployment were 
about twice as high for those not graduated from high school as for 
high school graduates, for both whites and nonwhites (U. S. Census, 


1961, Table 19). 
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In the age grade, or intergenerational disorganization, one readily 
discerns the interaction of many social and cultural factors operating 
through several different institutions, such as the family, the school, 
and the state. Delinquency rates have generally been high among 
children of immigrants to the city from rural poverty-stricken areas 
where schooling is not extensive. This was exemplified by the ei 
dren of Italian and Polish peasant immigrants in the first quarter o 
the twentieth century, the children of Negro migrants from the 
rural South to the urban centers of the North in the second quarter 
of this century, and the children of Puerto Rican and Mexican 
migrants in the third quarter of this century. The low crime rates 
of the immigrant adults probably reflected the rigid moral indoc- 
trination they acquired in the cohesive rural communities in which 
they were reared. However, the low education of the parents, their 
poverty, their language handicaps, and their tradition of employ- 
ment at an early age made their ability to aid and inspire their 
children to schooling relatively low. 


These children from new lower class migrants particularly, and 
from the lower class gen 


the school achievement standards of middle class children, This 
lesser achievement in 


with their parents was one of the features most often distinguishing 
nondelinquent 


s from delinquents. The nondelinquents also had 
ipli i ut kindly,” rather than lax, over- 
ow-up of predelinquents yielded 
related with delinquency similar 
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Tre of the Gluecks; quarreling or rejecting parents, not broken 
mes or criminal parents, were associated with delinquency (Mc- 
Cord, 1959). The “Glueck Social Pr dicti "has oe ih 
eee aa i ee Gel rediction Scale, based on family 
aren of Hi p . es, has had some success in differentiating chil- 
ee ug E elinquency areas into groups with diverse probability 
Git a S e er (Glueck, 1959). The Reckless studies indicate 
oc mechanism of this family influence is the parental ability 
in their children a conception of themselves as “good”; they 
apparently then avoid engaging in activity that would seriously 
i such a self-conception (Reckless et al., 1956; Lively et al., 
ned cane arp ge less frequent in police and court records and 
rt pt a than male delinquency, seems to involve intergenera- 
male re ict within the family to a much greater extent than does 
en r see Girls comprise only about 15 per cent of arrestees 
Fr ee and not quite 20 per cent of juvenile court delinquency 
me . A major portion of these court cases involve “incorrigibility,” 
y hich generally means conflict of the girl with her parents over her 
oO away from home and her male associates. However, arrests 
a larceny and other conventional offenses by girls under 18 have 
citi in the 1960’s, according to the FBI's Uniform Crime Re- 
S 
ale analyses of court statistics by Monahan (1957) and 
Be Marah show broken homes to be markedly more associated 
malate emale delinquency than with male delinquency, but this cor- 
a ion varies inversely with the age of the delinquent. Monahan 
road that female delinquents recidivate less than male delinquents, 
ut, for both sexes, those from broken homes recidivate more often 
than do those from homes in which both parents are present. 
Differences in the delinquency rates of various ethnic groups show 


os interaction of the family with other institutions in promoting or 
educing intergenerational disorganization as a factor in delinquency. 
ant immigrants retained a tradi- 


For example, the south Italian peas 
family influence on children, 


Hr of distrusting school as a threat to 
heir children left school early, and the delinquency rate of these 


children was about twice the average for other white children in the 
same cities (Toby, 1958, p. 549). The family was relatively intact 
and influential among Italian migrants, and, as Whyte (1937) ob- 
served, the Italian youth soon differentiated into a few “college 
boys” who rose out of the lower class by means of education, a few 
Felinquents who eventually became young adult criminals, and a 
arge number of ex-delinquent frequently unemployed “corner boys.” 
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The latter remained in considerable idleness as sat pn an = 
vanced adolescents, although most eventually found ar m 
often in the gambling syndicates. The cohesive family and the E = 
ical machine facilitated movement from youth to adult conveni ior : 
or criminal worlds, but it tended to make the school ineffective a 
inquency prevention agency. . i 
i pan inii brente from eastern Europe had little ni N 
tion and took unskilled jobs on an economic level comparable | pi 
of the Italian immigrants, but the children of the Jewish g f 
had an extremely low official delinquency record. Also the chi drer 
of lower class Jewish immigrants acquired middle class an 
in one generation at perhaps the most rapid rate in the ae 
immigrant groups. Among the Jewish immigrants, however, a son 
sive family like that of the Italians was supplemented by an 
tremely high valuation of education, particularly for boys, a value 
tion rooted in cultural traditions and derived from their religion. 
Due to this regard for schooling, the school served as a major aid i 
the family in facilitating the transition of these youth to ae 
without involvement in delinquency and, indeed, with relatively 
little frustration of aspirations to economic mobility (Toby, 1958). 
Low delinquency rates of Chinese and Japanese children of poor 
immigrants also were facilitated by a combination of cohesive fam- 
ilies and a high valuation of education. 1 
Children and grandchildren of Negro migrants from the rural 
South to large American cities, particularly in the North, encou 
the most extreme concentration of barriers to the achievement 0 
conventional adult roles. Not only do they come from poor homes 
in which the level of parental education generally is low, but also a 
high proportion of the youth lack consistent parental influences. 
This reflects a mother-centered household tradition which goes back 
to slavery, has been aggravated by extreme poverty conditions, and 
is manifested today in high rates of illegitimacy, desertion, and di- 
vorce. Further, Negroes confront the problem of race prejudice in 
obtaining employment, in addition to the usual employment handi- 
caps of out-of-school youth; unemployment rates for nonwhites age 
16-25 are twice those for whites (U, S. Census, 1961, Table 18). 
Because of these Sources of greater isolation from conventional 
adults than other youth experience, it is not remarkable that Negroes 
are conspicuous among juveniles developing subcultures which are 
among the most deviant from those of adults. Negroes are partic- 
ularly prominent as conveyors of the culture of the “bopping” or con- 
flict gangs in large Northern cities, and of the “cat culture” of nar- 
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cotic users (Finestone, 1957). But this leads to a separate research 
issue: the varieties of delinquent subculture and their correlates. 


Tur CONTENT oF DELINQUENT SUBCULTURES 


Since its publication in 1960, Cloward and Ohlin’s Delinquency 
and Opportunity has been a major influence on sociological research 
on delinquency, and on delinquency prevention programs. These 
authors assert that delinquent subcultures tend to be differentiated 
into three major types—criminal, conflict, and retreatist—according 
to: (1) the “opportunity structure” which delinquent youth en- 
counter for the pursuit of conventional goals, and (2) their degree 
of integration with persons of older age levels. 

In the traditional slums described by Thrasher, Shaw, and McKay, 
youth involved in delinquency were in communication with illicit 
liquor dealers, gambling operators, stolen goods dealers, and other 
adults in organized crime, as well as with some adult professional 
thieves and burglars. These provided models for the development 
of a criminal delinquent subculture oriented toward crime as a 
means of obtaining conventional material success goals, and as a 
path to an adult career in illegitimate pursuits. Since the illegal 
businesses recruited their staff from older delinquents, considerable 
continuity of cultural conditioning bridged the generations in the 
deviant population of these areas. Indeed, ward and precinct politi- 
cians, who worked closely with heads of gambling and other criminal 
syndicates, and dispensed patronage and other aid to cooperating 
residents, provided considerable leadership and social organization 
in these neighborhoods. Social disorganization was a factor in this 
delinquency mainly in the sense that the adult world centered in this 
area was in partial opposition to the larger society, in their evalua- 
tion of iilegitimate means (Whyte, 1937). o 

This coordination of juvenile delinquent and adult criminal social 
worlds has declined, Cloward and Ohlin point out, because lower 
class youth are increasingly on their own. Isolation of delinquent 
youth from adults expands as government housing projects replace 
slum dwellings, for families are assigned quarters among strangers, 
impersonal government offices replace politicians in dispensing as- 
sistance, and even organized crime moves its chieftains to suburbs 
and its operations to other areas. Indeed, the priority given to 
families on relief in low-cost public housing makes for extreme con- 
centration there of broken and other problem-ridden families re- 


ceiving Aid to Dependent Children. 
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In these urban areas, where youth not in school are “on their oe. 
to an extreme degree, Cloward and Ohlin report the greatest c i 
centration of what they call the “conflict” subculture. This is pu, 
marily devoted to intergang conflict rather than to adult ae 
crime. Achievement in terms of conflict values— rep ‚and en 7 
replace wealth as primary goals in delinquent activity. > eating n 
stealing occurs, there is little opportunity to pursue it “as a ca 

ith adult models. 

g“ “retreatist” subculture, Cloward and Ohlin assert, attracts 
youth who are “double failures,” being unsuccessful in both den 
quent and conventional groups. An alternative sense of ona ee 
is available to them in the pursuit of distinctive experience—"kic f 
—with narcotics or alcohol. Of course, in this as in all other types o 
delinquent subculture, the goals specified may not be as move mne 
in themselves, as the approbation which youth with common wai 
give each other for their distinctive achievements. Social approval, 
a generalized seconda 
well be primary in much delinquency, N 

In one of the first tests of the Cloward and Ohlin theory, Sperge 
(1961) located areas of New York wher 
subculture prevailed, but he found it 


and their integration with persons of o 

Spergel found the rackets subculture 
population was predominantly 
shark, policy gambling, and oth 
leaders had a paternalistic rela 


employing the older ones, and assisting them in — difficulties 


able to exercise leaders ip to keep 


ot drug use. These youth were 
“connections” as a means of attai 
goals (“It’s not what you know, 
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conflict. Indeed, the delinquent gangs often split into factions which 
fought each other and sometimes became separate gangs. There was 
also extensive intergang conflict. Some theft occurred, but with 
little orientation to long-run monetary gain from crime; these youth 
were in an isolated social world and oriented to their own unique 
goals, 

The distinctive theft culture was found in an area of mixed nation- 
ality, including Italian, Irish, German, and Czech families. A mix- 
ture of class levels also existed there, but the average family income 
was lower there than in the Italian neighborhood. These delinquent 
youth had a high emphasis on material acquisition goals, such as 
automobiles, record players, fancy clothes, and money to spend. 
There was close integration across age levels, but only within a 
youthful age range; the older delinquents gave leadership to the 
younger ones in shoplifting, burglary, and other crimes, and in dis- 
posing of loot. These youth exceeded delinquents of other areas in the 
extent of their conflict with their parents. However, they had some 
ties with adult operators of radio and television stores, auto parts 
shops, and restaurants to whom they sold stolen merchandise. 

Some drug use was found in all three of the areas, but was most 
extensive in the conflict area. The drug users were predominantly 
youth who had grown too old for the delinquent groups, but had not 
assimilated into the rackets or into conventional employment. They 
also had some associates who were rejected by the delinquent groups 
at an earlier age, for personality reason? Drug users in the theft 
area included some who were most proficient at crime, and those 
elsewhere also had illegal income “hustles” or rackets. But drug 
users in each of the three areas had little contact with users outside 
their own neighborhood, and had separate channels of drug procure- 
ment, 

As a more rigorous test of theories of delinquent subculture dif- 
ferentiation, Short and associates had YMCA “detached workers 
ong acquainted with 16 Chicago gangs rate the participation of 598 
members of these gangs in 37 types of delinquent and nondelinquent 
behavior, When these ratings were factor-analyzed, the largest 
amount of common variance was accounted for by a Conflict 
factor, clearly concerned with fighting. On a second factor, which 
they labeled “Stable Corner Activities, the highest loadings were for 
items dealing with athletics, social activities, and gambling. Their 
third factor, called “Stable Sex Maturity,” gave highest loadings 
to sexual intercourse, petting, and “signifying” { verbal teasing, usu- 
ally with a sexual theme). For their “Retreatist” factor, highest load- 


52 JUVENILE DELINQUENCY 
5 


ings were for use of narcotics and “pot” (marijuana), but nn 
on this fourth factor were homosexuality and some mar ‘ 
This indicates that the latter experiences frequently geen ie 
involving narcotics use. On the fifth factor, labeled ‘Aut a abi > 
test,” highest loadings were for stealing cars, driving wi 
i d running away. ; 
gi alcohol loaded fairly high on all of the five factors ee 
above except Stable Corner Activities. Theft had moderate ~ i 5 
on the Conflict, Stable Corner, and Authority Protest factors. r : 
gangs studied varied considerably in average score on these aie 
tors. In summary, fairly independent conflict and retreatist su =a 
tures were identified empirically, but criminality (other than au : 
theft and narcotics offenses) seemed to be distributed among rs 
diverse in other interest, rather than being the dominant theme a - 
distinct criminal subculture. This finding could stem from ale f 
sample the most criminally oriented gangs, but the e ea ws 
that they and others were unsuccessful in extensive efforts to ota 
gangs in Chicago more concerned with crime than those studi 
(Short, et al., 1963) 3 
The pervasiveness in these Chicago gangs of some crime, use k 
alcohol, “hanging on street corners,” and “being a public nuisanie a 
suggests the evolution of specialized delinquent subcultures iom. 
more common pattern. The factor analysis brings out these commi i 
features, and also serves as a heuristic procedure, in revealing the a 
dependence of patterns not distinguished in theoretical analyses. T A “ 
Authority Protest Pattern is notable here. Replication of such statis 
tical typing is needed for data from other samples, to indicate the 
generality of the types which Short and h 
A more urgent resea 
quent careers, 
adolescence, te 
tion for adulth 


prevention might be 
change at each stage. 

elinquent careers ant 
admitted delinquency 
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little systematic tabulation of types of behavior following particular 
kinds of delinquency. 

From a few clues that are available, some surmises can be made as 
to the probable findings of such longitudinal research. It appears 
that the earliest delinquency is the most expressive and nonspecial- 
ized. It is closest to the nonutilitarian and versatile model of delin- 
quency which Cohen presented in his pioneer work (1955), and 
which Cohen and Short later called the “parent” delinquent subcul- 
ture (1958). 

In early stages of delinquency especially, and to a large extent 
thereafter, while youth are oriented to the expectations of their de- 
linquent subculture, they also clearly maintain much reference to 
the dominant culture, and some identification with conventional 
adults, This is indicated by the evidence that most conventional 
adults engaged in some delinquency during adolescence (Porterfield, 
1943; Wallenstein and Wyle, 1947). It has been contended further 
that delinquency, radicalism, and Bohemianism are part of a “sub- 
terranean tradition of youth” which pervades our entire culture, 
shared by young and old, but accepted more ambivalently by adults 
than by youth (Matza, 1961). Perhaps this aspect of intergenera- 


tional disorganization in our society is indicated by the intensity of 
much effort by adults to impede or hide their normal aging, or to 
f le escapades in certain clubs, 


indulge in institutionalized juveni 
lodges, and parties. 

Departure from “parent” nonspecialized delinquency, we can sur- 
mise, is a function of efforts to pursue behavior that is increasingly 
instrumental, rather than just expressive. As teen-age juveniles ma- 
ture, they seem to become more oriented to achieving specific goals, 
rather than merely expressing spontaneous feelings and gratifying 
immediate impulses. This was indicated when Reiss and Rhodes 
(1963) measured relative deprivation with the question: Would 
you say that most of the students in your school have better clothes 
and a better home to live in than you have?” The extent to which 
youth responded positively to this inquiry increased with age, and 
this response was more closely related to delinquency with increas- 
ing age. j 

Television, movies, and 
Vation in urban areas, expose Amer r : 
circumstances to similar ideals of consumption. They aspire to drive 
their own automobiles, to be customers at shows, amusement parks, 
ball games, and other public recreational establishments, to wear 
sharp” or “fancy” clothing, and to visit night clubs and dance halls 


other mass media, as well as direct obser- 
ican youth of all backgrounds and 
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with attractive members of the opposite sex. Ralph England (1960) 
compiled statistics indicating extremely rapid growth, between 1945 
and 1960, in special media to stimulate teen-age consumption goals. 
These media include special magazines, radio and television pro- 
grams, and other commercial enterprises catering to adolescent inter- 
ests in “hot-rods,” sex, and in the life of show business celebrities. 
Dansereau (1961) suggested that the progressive reduction of the 
work week and of household tasks for adults may make this teen-age 
culture a prototype of future adult culture. 

Responses by Nashville children to inquiry on how they thought 
their home and clothes compared with those of their classmates indi- 
cated that feelings of relative deprivation were greatest in the lower 
class, and more extensive among children from school districts ho- 
mogeneous in class than from districts mixed in class (Reiss an 
Rhodes, 1963). Apparently lower and upper class youth do not differ 
greatly in consumption aspirations. As a consequence, Toby points 
out, modern increases in the average standard of living simply aug- 
ment lower class youth perceptions of their relative depiivatton 
(Toby, 1962). The significance of this for delinquency was suggeste 
when Gordon, Short, Cartwright, and Strodtbeck used the semantic 
differential technique to compare evaluations of presumed class and 
delinquent subculture themes by lower class gang boys, lower class 
non-gang boys, and middle class boys. The gang boys evaluated a 
steady job more favorably than did the middle class boys. However; 
in evaluation of illegitimate means, such as knowing how to sel 
stolen goods, and pandering, the gang boys were more favorable 
than the lower class non-gang boys, who in turn were more favor able 
than were middle class boys. Apparently, the gang boys see both 
legitimate and illegitimate means as acceptable, hence interchange 
able (Gordon et al., 1963). It would follow that, as Cloward an 


Ohlin argue, their delinquency is shaped by variations in their 
opportunities. 


THE SOCIAL STRUCTURE or GANGS 


One controversy in sociological literature concerns the stability and 
unity of delinquent gangs, Yablonsky (1959) coined the term “neat 
group” to locate gangs in the middle range of a continuum betwee? 
completely amorphous mobs and organizations with definite mem: 
bership and stability. In a notorious New York conflict gang he foun 
only a small core persistently identified with the gang, but in times 
of excitement this core attracted a large following from other idle 
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youth in the area. The added “marginal members” did not maintain 
a gang identity at other times. However, to meet their own personal- 
ity needs, the core members persistently deluded themselves and 
each other with fantasies on the immensity of their following. 
Pfautz (1961) argued that Yablonsky’s observations can more 
fruitfully be interpreted in terms of established theory on collective 
behavior, particularly the theory of social movements. Other critics 
have questioned the sampling basis for Yablonsky’s generalizations; 
they report a wide variety in the cohesiveness and the definition of 


membership in different gangs. Yablonsky (1962) restricts his con- 


ception of the gang as “near-group” primarily to what he calls “the 


violent gang,” but others report highly formal membership in some 
conflict groups. Yablonsky also recognizes the existence of more 
close-knit boys’ groups which he calls “social gangs,” but he describes 
these as only mildly delinquent. 

The core members of violent gangs are seen by Yablonsky (1962) 
as paranoid psychopaths. He compares their myths of huge member- 
ship to what Cameron (1943), in a notable essay, called “the para- 


noid pseudo-community.” Such delusions of social support were seen 
by Cameron as an integral part of paranoid syndromes. Further re- 
search on the different functions which gangs may have for different 
personalities, and on the relevance of these functions to role differ- 
entiation within gangs, is highly desirable. This may well be a by- 
product of extensive research under way to evaluate the effectiveness 


of “detached workers.” 
The latter, sometimes called “street workers,” are employed by 
various agencies to contact gang members on the street, and gain 
their confidence, then lead them in constructive activities. We al- 
ready have cited the utilization of Chicago YMCA detached workers 
by Short to procure ratings on individual gang member activity, 
based on direct observation. Unusual rapport with delinquents, 
gained by streetworker relationships, permitted the Schwendingers 
(1963) in Los Angeles to elicit a striking amount of cooperation in 


role-playing games in eniously designed to measure delinquent 
ie, i h with Chicago Boy’s Club 


values. Caplan et al., (1964), in researc l 
streetworkers, note the extent to which leaders who achieve domi- 
nance in gangs mainly by physical prowess maintain their control 
largely by “veto power.” They dismiss activities at which they are 
not sure of excelling as “too square” or “kid stuff”; in this way they 
conserve the illusions of their omnicompetence which they have 
instilled in their followers. p of course, may reduce 


Such leadership, 
the gang members primarily to hanging on street corners, and may 
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keep them from trying available conventional activities at which 
they might discover much gratification, including greater ability in 
comparison with that of the leader than they realized. Change in 
group activities may also erode control by a delinquent leader and 
result in his aggressively promoting group delinquency, in order to 
regain power. When these as yet unpublished impressions are more 
systematically assessed and reported, both theory on delinquent sub- 
cultures and practice in altering these subcultures should benefit 


greatly, 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 


Social organization and the continuity of cultural conditioning re- 
sult from man’s unique ability to transmit his learning from one 
generation to the next. Social disorganization occurs when there is 
a breakdown in this communication, and the actions of different 
components of a society fail to achieve a culturally expected degree 
of coordination. Some disorganization is normally concomitant to 
social and cultural change. Sociological research has stressed the 
relationship between juvenile delinquency and three aspects of this 
disorganization: ecological, class-structural, and intergenerational. 

The pioneer studies of Shaw, McKay, and others demonstrated the 
concentration of delinquency in slum areas. They also offered an 
ecological competition and social disorganization explanation for the 
predominant location of these high delinquency areas, and a cultural 
diffusion interpretation of the concentration of a delinquent subcul- 
ture there. Some later studies suggest qualifications for the earlier 
ecological observations and theories, but do not drastically contradict 
them. However, more recent theory and research stimulated by 
Cloward and Ohlin suggest that large-scale alteration in the housing 
of slum residents, as a consequence of government action, may alter 
the types of social disorganization related to delinquency, and the 
consequent character of delinquent subcultures, n 

Although class differences in the United States are not clear-cut, it 
is evident that some difference in way of life is associated with rela- 
tive rank in a status hierarchy. Most identified with the middle class 
is a higher valuation than that given on other class levels to the de- 
ferment of immediate pleasures for the sake of long-run benefits. 
Major social institutions, such as school and church, endeavor to pro 
mote this morality in all classes. The consequent inconsistencies 
between lower class aspirations and achievements are an aspect of 


social stratification which have inspired much theorizing on delin- 
quency. 
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The dominant class-linked theories of delinquency stress the in- 
ability of youth in the lower class to achieve the middle class stand- 
ards, Cohen interpreted lower class male delinquency as primarily 
a reaction formation to this frustration, and oriented mainly to ex- 
pressive revolt against all conventional values and authorities. He 
views gang organization among delinquents as necessary to provide 
group support for values which counter those which the school, the 
church, and other adult institutions attempt to inculcate. Sykes and 
Matza assert that all delinquent youth carry a multiplicity of value 
commitments, and must rationalize delinquent acts in terms of 
middle class values, Alternatively, Miller sees lower class delin- 
quents as merely expressing thinking which pervades the lower 
classes. Delinquency within the middle class is ascribed by Bohlke 
to the frustrations encountered by former members of the lower class 
when new wealth gives them a middle class residence and standard 
of living, without the habits necessary for successful competition in 
middle class educational and social activities. 

Recent statistical studies of the class distribution of delinquency 
suggest that within any single school district there is little difference 
between delinquency rates of children from diverse class back- 
grounds, but that there is much more delinquency in predominantly 
lower class school districts than in more middle class districts. This 
can be interpreted as indicating that delinquency is acquired pri- 
marily by diffusion, as a subculture pervading a neighborhood, rather 
than emerging as a reaction of lower class youth to their difficulties 
in meeting middle class standards. However, the research of Reck- 
less, the Gluecks, and others suggests that within these neighbor- 
hoods families provide the major cultural influence insulating some 
youth from serious involvement in delinquency. 

The age group disorganization view of delinquency notably identi- 
fied with Bloch and Niederhoffer stresses the discontinuity between 
childhood and adulthood in all classes and societies as a major stim- 
ulus to delinquent gang formation. Eisenstadt documents the view 
that this problem is greatest in industrialized countries. 

The juvenile-adult separation is particularly acute among lower 
class immigrant groups, except where a distinctive ethnic subculture 
promotes unusually strong influence by the family or the school or 
both. The post-World War II period has also seen in the United 
States a tremendous commercial exploitation of distinctively juve- 
nile consumption interests, which have served further to isolate the 
adolescent from the adult world, and to create special problems of 
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relative economic deprivation for those who cannot meet the new 
standards of consumption. 

Cloward and Ohlin ascribe the differentiation of delinquent sub- 
cultures to variation in the economic and status opportunities of 
juveniles in criminal and conventional worlds. Youth with limited 
access to legitimate and illegitimate goals and alienated from adults 
are seen as adopting conflict-developing subcultures which stress 
conflict goals. The conflict delinquent subculture is viewed as par- 
ticularly amenable to change through adult intervention, especially 
in the provision of work Opportunities for youth, 

Progressive industrialization of an economy, requiring a longer 
period in the training of children for adult roles, and greater concen- 
tration of the population in urbanized areas, together with urban 
renewal and relocation, and increased geographical mobility of 
adults, are likely to increase the separation of juvenile from adult 
Society. Increase in the prevailing standard of living, and increase 
in rates of status mobility, will probably augment the relative depri- 
vation of those youth who lag in preparation for economic self- 
sufficiency in conventional middle class pursuits. These changes 
accompanying industrialization seem to be in progress all over the 
world, including both capitalist and communist countries (Field 


oyment, which this group lacks, have been the 
major institutionalized adjuncts to the family in providing communi- 
cation between youth and conventional older persons, and in creat- 
ing continuity in our Population’s cultural conditioning. Therefore, 

1e largest current investment of government and foundation funds 


“Opening Opportunities” in New Haven. Fortunately, research pro- 
grams are an integral part of these massive efforts to enlist employ- 
ers, schools, and others in the community to provide juveniles with 
job opportunities and with satisfying social relationships with non- 


To further test current interpretations of the relationship between 
various aspects of disorganization and delinquency, there is a critical 
need for more longitudinal research. This should determine the proc- 
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ess apse a 
of a. eg of change, in both development and termination 
bean a a A ur ee experimental research in delinquency treat- 
dieo i = ie y indicating the effectiveness of intervention in 
re OP as elinqueney, or by using diverse intervention tech- 
ee 2 ae contribute much to theoretical understanding of 
processes in delinquency. 7 
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Family Interaction 
and Delinquency 


Donatp R. PETERSON and Wesey C. BECKER 
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Ta Is A REVIEW of literature on family interaction and delin- 
quency, and a statement of some generalizations which emerge from 
the review. We assume that tendencies toward delinquency, like 
most other behaviors of social importance, are learned mainly 
through experience with other people, and that the execution of de- 
linquent behavior ordinarily has reference to the prior stimulation or 
expected reaction of somebody else. Parents and other family mem- 
bers are not by any means the only agents involved in determining 
delinquency. They may not even be the most important agents. But 
as the following survey will show, mothers and fathers, and the vari- 
ous ways they treat their children, have much to do with developing 


dispositions to delinquency. 


The review will focus on studies in which family characteristics 


and delinquency have been statistically related, usually by com- 
paring the families of delinquent and nondelinquent adolescents. 
Where appropriate, however, we will extend discussion to other 


characteristics, e.g., aggression, lack of self-restraint, and psycho- 


pathic trends, which have some reasonable relationship to delinquent 


behavior. Because of the lack of behavioral specificity in the legal 
concept of delinquency, the examination of such a variable as aggres- 


sion is frequently more revealing than study of delinquency itself. 


But most of the pertinent available research has dealt with delin- 
quency as a dependent variable, and consideration of this work may 
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at least direct future study toward examination of variables with 
more definite psychological and sociological meaning. 


THE FAMILY AS A TRANSMITTER OF SUBCULTURAL VALUES 


Within a society like that of the United States, delinquency rates 
vary widely from one part to another. One of the most striking dif- 
ferences is found in comparing delinquency rates for rural areas with 
those in large cities. Data show that the rates are substantially 
higher in big cities than they are in the country (Watt, 1931; Lottier, 
1938; Clinard, 1942). While rural delinquency is less apt to be 
detected than delinquency in the city, it seems likely that some 
difference remains in actual delinquent activity. Efforts to tie the 
discrepancy to differences in family attitude (a puritanical, close-to- 
the-soil orientation versus a more worldly, sinful outlook) have not 
been very successful. The most compelling interpretations are those 
which emphasize the greater opportunity and inducement for delin- 
quent behavior in the city, the greater mobility and anonymity of 
people there, and the greater likelihood of differential association 
with criminal or criminally inclined others, But whatever the reasons 
for the fact, delinquency rates appear to be higher in urban than in 
rural areas. 

Within any large city there are wide sectional differences in delin- 
quency rate. In general, delinquency is more common near the 
center of a large city and less frequent toward the periphery (Shaw 
and McKay, 1942; Lander, 1954), Following the lead of Burgess and 
Shaw, analysts attempting to account for this trend have most often 
emphasized the social disorganization prevalent in interstitial dis- 
tricts between the expanding industrial-commercial city centers an 
the residential zones farther out. But urban delinquency rates c0- 
vary with many conditions. General educational level, average renta 
costs, rate of population change, concentration of Negroes, per- 
centage of Owner-occupied homes, and frequency of substandard 
housing are all significantly and sometimes very closely related to 
the incidence of delinquency (Lander, 1954; Morris, 1958). 

A complex of determining conditions is suggested with economic 
deprivation at the center, According to some lines of thought, resi- 
dents of slum areas are as vulnerable as anyone else to the status 
appeals which pervade our culture. They want “the good life,” but 
are deprived of Opportunities to gain the social advantages and mate- 
rial possessions they seek, Lacking legitimate means to the ends of 
material well-being and social status, many choose whatever means 
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are available to them, and some of the latter may be illegitimate by 
legal standards (Cloward and Ohlin, 1960). Whatever guilt may 
arise as a consequence of the generality of middle class ethics in our 
culture is effectively neutralized by devaluing the unattainable 
“honest” means and “worthy” ends, coupled with complementary 
acceptance of accessible if illicit ways to gratification (Sykes and 
Matza, 1957). s 

When numbers of people share a similar problem, subcultures tend 
to form, and the members of groups who share the subcultures tend 
jointly to solve the problems they mutually face. Thus the juvenile 
gang reinforces an opposition to middle class norms its members 
cannot meet, and encourages a more easily available and immedi- 
ately more satisfying pattern of behavior. Such behavior is usually 
delinquent in at least some of its aspects (Cohen, 1955). 

Not only adolescents but also their parents may adopt such sub- 
cultural solutions to the problems which lower class living imposes 


ng to Miller’s (1958, 1959) analysis of the values 


upon them. Accordir s 
prevalent in lower class American society, toughness (whether of 
dly smartness of the “con” 


pugilist or criminal), “smartness” (the worl 

man rather than the academic knowledge of the scholar), and “au- 
tonomy” (“Nobody is going to push me around” ), are held in consid- 
erably higher esteem than responsibility, frugality, and the other 
qualities prized by people in the middle class. The search is more 
for excitement than for long-term achievement, and outcomes are 
thought to be more in the hands of fate and circumstance than at 
the command of the doer. Lower class parents, possessing such 
values themselves, transmit them to their children, partly in realistic 
preparation for the harsh and rugged life their children are likely to 


lead. 

According to Jepheott and Carter (1954), who examined life in 
the slums of an English city, high delinquency rates and a rough 
family life go hand in hand. Where delinquency rates were highest. 
behavior standards were grossly different from those in the middle 
class where laws are defined, and from the standards of “respectable 
families at the same lower economic level. Quarrels were open and 
frequent, language was coarse; money, when there was some, was 
spent with little planning; sexual relationships were casual; the chil- 
dren were released or thrust from family ties as soon as they were 
physically able to fend for themselves, and sometimes before. The 
meaning of the family and the meaning of law were simply different 
from meanings assumed by members of the middle class. 

Certain differences in the child-rearing practices of lower and 
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middle class parents have been known for some time. While there is 
evidence that the gap is narrowing, and the pattern changing (Bron- 
fenbrenner, 1958), there is still substance to the belief that lower 
class parents place less emphasis on achievement, consideration for 
others, and self-control than do the parents of middle class children 
(Kohn, 1959). Lower class parents have also appeared to be more 
permissive than middle class parents in regard to certain forms of 
sexual and aggressive behavior which may lead to delinquency 
(Davis and Havighurst, 1948). Concerns’ for “morality” among 
lower class parents tend to center on immediate obedience and short- 
term respectability (Kohn, 1959). F 

In the framework of cultural transmission theory, the values, atti- 
tudes, and child-rearing practices of parents reflect the norms of the 
particular subculture in which they have been reared and in which 
they are preparing their children to survive. The occurrence of de- 
linquent behavior is largely incidental to the transmission of a larger 
complex of values, in which crime is not discouraged with any par- 
ticular force and the reinforcement system actually mobilizes and 
maintains the kinds of behavior a court may define as delinquent. 

The role of the family as a system within larger social systems must 
thus be recognized if delinquent and other socially oriented be- 
haviors are to be understood. It is a mistake to assume, as so many 
psychologists and psychiatrists do, that the behavior of a child can 
be explained solely through reference to the internal structure of the 
family, without reference to the larger social system in which the 
family is embedded. 

But it is equally fallacious to assume that the family serves only to 
transmit subcultural values from one generation to another and from 
the society “outside” to the family members within. The family, 
more specifically the people in the family, cast their own impressions 
on the norms they have learned from their parents and from the 
others around them, The family adds variance of its own. Theories 
of cultural transmission which ascribe basic identity to people who 
live in low class, high delinquency areas fail to account for the fact 
that most children in the worst slum areas do not become delinquent 
(Kobrin, 1951). Those theorists who assume that lower class parents 
generally transmit “delinquent” ideals to their offspring fail to note 
that the quality esteemed most highly by parents of all classes is 
honesty (Kohn, 1959). The research of Reckless and his colleagues 
(Reckless et al., 1957; Scarpitti et al., 1960) has shown the extent to 
which identification with a stable cohesive family and the develop- 
ment of a “good” self-concept can insulate youth from crime-induc- 
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ing influences of hi h 7 i 
otency. According r 
ard Carter (1954 5 E r rding to the reports of Jephcott 
nine 54) wide differences in delinquency rate occur from 
ro -3 i x 
= s reet to another in the areas of highest general delinquency rate 
z a in fact wide differences are found between individual families er 
same stre i N i i 
ame street. To ignore the independent influence of the family is 
in he serious an error as to ignore the fact that no family nor any 
its members can ever be entirely independent of other social 


influences. 


Tre PuysicAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE HOME 


eee homes in which delinquents live tend to be dirty and run 
(Ghee The parents of delinquents examined in the Gluecks’ research 
ie — and Glueck, 1950) paid just as much for housing as the 

ads of nondelinquent families, but facilities for sanitation (bath- 
tubs, flush toilets, and so on) were poorer. The homes of delinquents 
are often disorderly and cluttered; preset routines are weakly fixed. 
Physical space is at a premium, and privacy can best be had by leav- 
ing the house. There is little recreation in the home (Nye, 1958; 
Glueck and Glueck, 1950), and whatever enjoyment a child may 
seek must usually be found outside. i 

To develop self-control and a tendency to behave in accordance 
with middle class standards of achievement, self-sacrifice, and re- 
sponsibility, a child has to expect some gratifications for such be- 


havi ; ; i i i 

Nayvlor. If he is to expect gratifications, some gratifications must 

exist, and these are few and far between in most delinquent homes. 
f events help make accul- 


Stability, system, and order in sequences © 
turation a feasible task. There is little order in the modal delinquent 
home. As a physical-social stimulus, the typical delinquent home 
acts mainly as a repellent, driving people out. As a setting for social- 


ization, it is considerably less than adequate. 


THE PRESENCE AND ABSENCE OF SOCIALIZING AGENTS 

IN THE FAMILY 

ds mainly on the people who do the social- 
questions which must be considered 
on and delinquency relate to the 
there to rear the children? 
who normally contribute to 
om the families of delin- 


s But socialization depen 
izing. And some of the major 
in an examination of family interacti 
make-up of the family—what people are 
Put another way, are some of the people 
socialization (such as parents’) missing fr 
quents? 
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Investigations of this question have concentrated on study of the 
“broken home.” We will review these findings first, and then a 
smaller literature on other conditions which have the general effect 
of limiting the number of socializing agents in the family, or the 
amount of time they can spend in active involvement with the 
rearing of children. 


Broken Homes and Delinquency 


The gross relationship is well established—the families of delin- 
quents have been disrupted by death, desertion, divorce, separation, 
or prolonged parental absence much more frequently than the fami- 
lies of nondelinquents. Major findings of some tolerably well- 
controlled studies are presented in Table 3-1. The direction of the 
difference is the same in all comparisons. Even the magnitude of 
the difference is fairly uniform; broken homes are one and one-half 
to two times more frequent among delinquents than among non- 
delinquents. The impact of family disruption varies with certain 
characteristics of the child (Toby, 1959; Monahan, 1957, 1960), 


TABLE 3-1. INCDENCE OF BROKEN Homes 
Broken Homes 


Delinquents Controls 
Investigator Sex N % N % 
Burt, 1929 Both 197 57.9 400 25.7 
Shaw and McKay, 1932 Boys 1675 42.5 7278 36.1 
Hodgkiss, 1933 Girls 362 66.8 362 44.8 
Weeks and Smith, 1939 Boys 330 41.4 2119 26.7 
Carr-Saunders et al., 1944 Boys 1955 28.5 1970 15.8 
Gardner and Goldman, 1945 Men 500 58.6 200 32.0 
Merrill, 1947 Both 300 50.7 300 26.7 
Glueck and Glueck, 1950 Boys 500 60.4 500 32.4 
Oltman et al., 1952 Both 90 47.7 230 32.2 
Nye, 1958 Boys 868 23.6 792 17.6 
Girls 231 36.4 931 16.9 
Monahan, 1958 White Boys 11236: 27.7° 7.0 
White Girls 1984 52.0 
Negro Boys 8706 53.0 33.0 
Negro Girls 2736 73.2 


° Monahan’s figures for “controls” are those for nonhusband-wife families in the 
1950 census. The broken home percentages for delinquents are based on the usual 
definition of broken home, which is not quite the same. If comparability is improved 

y counting only nonhusband-wife families among delinquents, the adjusted figures 


for the four groups are 22 per cent, 42 per cent, 49 per cent, and 68 per cent, re- 
spectively, 
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notably age (preadolescents are more strongly affected than older 
children) and sex (girls are affected more than boys), but the sub- 
stantial relationship between delinquency and broken homes remains 
as one of the overriding facts any conception of delinquency must 
take into account. 

Demonstration of the statistical relationship between family dis- 
ruption and crime is only a starting point for causal analysis. It is 
not particularly illuminating to regard the broken home as a direct 
cause of delinquency. Family disruption probably operates indi- 
rectly, through the neutralization of influences which ordinarily im- 
pede delinquency, or the exaggeration of influences which promote it. 
Better comprehension of the meaning of a broken home begins to 
develop when the reasons for the break are considered. 

In general, death of a parent is less damaging than disruption from 
marital discord, though this proposition needs to be qualified. Burt 
(1929) found no difference between delinquent and nondelinquent 
groups in regard to death of the father, but the groups differed 
widely in the incidence of divorce, separation, and desertion. Ab- 
sence of the mother, however, was related to delinquency regardless 
of the reason for absence, and the effect of maternal absence was 
especially severe for delinquent girls. Twenty-seven per cent of the 
Navy brig inmates studied by Gardner and Goldman (1945) came 
from homes broken by divorce, separation, Or desertion, contrasted 
to only 10 per cent of the controls. There were no differences in the 
proportions of homes broken by death. Oltman, McGarry, and 
Friedman (1952) found nearly half (48.8 per cent) of the broken 
homes of a group of alleged psychopaths to have been disrupted by 
marital discord, but marital discord was the cause of disruption in 
only 18 per cent of a group of control families. With the exception 
of the Gluecks’ study (1950), where all forms of disruption were 
more common among delinquents than among controls,! major in- 
vestigations uniformly support the proposition that the cause of the 
breach must be taken into account along with the fact of disruption 
itself. A most damaging condition is one in which family strife has 
led, on the one hand, to separation or divorce of the parents and, on 
the other, to the instigation of delinquent tendencies among the 
the first breach in the homes of delinquents 
to occur from abandonment, de 3 seyaretion d seperate cats 


e A i ne thri f 
p rmanent dissolution of the hon but their general results, while not 


actors i reach for nondelinquents, era x E 
3 fa the Mae ol be other pein. cited above, are still discrepant in failing 


under discussion. 


1 The Gluecks fround some tendency for 
sertion, or temp 


contradictory to those of th 
to support the hypothesis 
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children. Not only is there a lack of continuity in the influences 
which contribute to socialization; the effectiveness of such influence 
is limited or nullified by the stress within the family. 

The high incidence of foster home placement among delinquents 
(Burt, 1929; Wittman and Huffman, 1945; Bennett, 1960) further 
reflects the fact that the primary homes of delinquents tend to be 
unstable and disharmonious. For one reason or another, conditions 
in the home have required that the child be placed somewhere else. 

The effects of broken homes have been interpreted by Bowlby 
(1944) in terms of his well-known, widely criticized concept of the 
“affectless character.” The trouble with delinquents, according to 
Bowlby, is that they have failed to develop adequate emotional- 
motivational bases for socialized behavior, and this is due to a lack 
of affection in the early years. Bowlby compared forty-four Juve- 
nile thieves with forty-four children referred to a guidance clinic 
for various other reasons, and found a history of separation from the 
mother in only two of the latter cases, but for seventeen of the forty- 
four delinquents. He distinguished further between thieves who 
were “affectless” and those who were not, and found early separation 
from the mother to be much more common in the lives of the affect- 
less children. Methodological subjectivity in the isolation of the 
“affectless” group leaves conclusions about that group open to some 
question, but the gross disparity between delinquents and other dis- 
turbed children in the historical fact of separation from the mother 
is still of great interest. Oltman and his colleagues (Oltman, Mc- 
Garry, and Friedman, 1952) also made comparisons between various 
disturbed groups and found the frequency of broken homes to be 
significantly high for psychopaths and neurotics, but not for manic- 
depressives, schizophrenics, or alcoholics, A history of family disrup- 
tion is hardly specific to delinquency, but it does act as an important 
precondition to crime, and it seems to have more to do with the 


formation of character disorders than with the etiology of some 
other equally serious forms of disturbance. 


Working Mothers and Delinquency 


, but also periodic or short-term absences of parents should be 
alization. Among the latter conditions, most 
ole of the “working mother” in the etiology 
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of delinquency. If she is at work, the reasoning goes, she cannot be 
home rearing her children, and her children should therefore be 
somewhat more prone to antisocial behavior than those from fam- 
ilies where the mother is home taking care of the children. 

A clear-cut test of this proposition is difficult to obtain. Nye 
(1958) found very slightly stronger tendencies toward delinquency 
where the mothers worked. The effect was greater for girls than for 
boys, and Nye attributed the small relationship he found to a loss 
of direct control associated with absence of the mother. Andry 
(1960), in a study in England, found no significant relationship 
between delinquency and the work status of the mother, but the 
fathers’ work schedules did have a bearing on delinquency among 
the children in his sample. The fathers of delinquents were on 
shift work more than the fathers of nondelinquents. Also, they more 
often reported that they were absent frequently from the home for 
reasons of work when the child was 6 to 15 years old. Andry sug- 
gests that it may be the lack of a close relationship with the father— 
the fathers always seemed to have some reason for staying away 
from their sons—that mattered more than the fact of absence itself. 

The Gluecks (1950) found no deleterious effect to come from 
regular employment on the part of the mother, but the mothers of 
delinquents engaged in occasional outside employment more often 
than the mothers of nondelinquents (26.6 per cent versus 14.7 per 
cent), and less often listed their occupation simply as “housewife.” 
Two-thirds of the mothers of nondelinquents were full-time house- 
Wives (and parents); only a little more than half of the mothers of 
delinquents (53 per cent) were listed as housewives. 

Occupation outside the home would thus seem to bear some rela- 
tionship to delinquency, but the association is slight, and it is com- 
plicated by a number of other factors. The extent to which working 
mothers provide for the supervision of their children during the work 
period matters, and so does the temperament of the child. Glueck 
and Glueck (1957) found mothers’ occupation to interact signifi- 
cantly with a number of child characteristics. The effect of the 
working mother was most damaging when the child was physically 
ectomorphic and, according to the Sheldon-Glueck interpretation, 
Cerebrotonically sensitive and prone to worry. 

Outside employment by the mother is not so important a con- 
tributor to delinquency as some observers have suggested. It may 
be deleterious for mothers to work, but not very. Children can ap- 
parently mature psychosocially and avoid delinquency even if the 
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mother is gone from time to time, just as they can endure the death 
of a parent when the basic relationships in the family are adequate. 


THE Parents as INDIVIDUALS AND 
RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN THEM 


There is a good deal of evidence to suggest that the parents of 
delinquents tend to be discontented, short-tempered people, whose 
qualities affect not only their attitudes toward their children, but 
also toward each other. On some questions relating to cheerfulness, 
“hot-headedness,” and so on, the most delinquent group in Nyes 
study (Nye, 1958) tended to see the dispositions of both parents 
as “unfavorable” or “intermediate.” Among those who said their 
parents had “favorable” dispositions, 80 per cent were in the least 
delinquent group. The children in the high delinquency sample also 
tended to say their parents were unhappy in marriage. Andry 
(1960) failed to find a significant difference between delinquents 
and nondelinquents in the amount of quarreling which went on 
between parents, but a number of other studies have suggested such 
a difference. In the Gluecks’ research, 65 per cent of the parents of 
nondelinquents, but only 37 per cent of parents of delinquents, were 
said to have good conjugal relationships (reasonable compatibility, 
freedom from undue quarreling, and so on). Disturbed relationships 
between father and mother were more common among the delin- 
quent families studied by Bennett (1960) than among families where 
the child had some kind of neurosis, McCord, McCord, and Gude- 
man (1960) found relationships to be “affectionate” in only 12 pet 
cent of seventy-eight criminal families examined, The attitudes 
between parents tended instead to be antagonistic or, stil] more 
often, indifferent. 

The parents of delinquents do not appear to provide their offspring 
with the models of socially appropriate behavior children require. 
Subjects in Nye’s study who said their parents never lied, were at- 
ways honest, and were of strong moral character in other ways 
tended to be among the least delinquent (Nye, 1958). The situation 
is worse, understandably, if the parents themselves have known 
criminal histories, and the general association between criminality 
among parents and delinquency in children is well established. The 
relationship is complicated, however, by some interactions with the 
way the child is treated. In the study of McCord, McCord, and Zola 
(1959), it was found that delinquency was quite uncommon, even 
among the sons of criminals, so long as the fathers were consistent 
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in discipline of the children. The pertinent relationships are shown 
in Table 3-2, where it can be seen that crime rates become enor- 


TABLE 3-2. RELATION OF PARENTAL DISCIPLINE AND 
Fatuer’s ROLE MODEL TO CRIME RATE 
(From McCord, McCord, and Zola, 1959) 


Percentage of Boys Convicted of Later Crimes 


Criminal Nondeviant 
Type of Discipline Father Father 
Consistently punitive 0 18 
Consistently love-oriented 18 29 
Erratically love-oriented 67 26 
Erratically punitive 76 44 
75 50 


Lax 


father treats his child in an erratic or 


when consistent discipline is applied. 
amination of mothers. See 


mously high when a criminal 
neglectful way but remain low 
Similar interactions were found on ex 
Table 3-3. 


TABLE 3-3. RELATION OF PARENTAL DISCIPLINE AND 
Moruer’s ROLE MODEL TO Crime RATE 
(From McCord, McCord, and Zola, 1959) 

Percentage of Boys Convicted of Later 

Nondeviant 


Crimes 


Criminal 


Type of Discipline Mother Mother 
Consistently punitive 0 = 
Consistently love-oriented 29 26 
en love-oriented 2 Pr 

rratical iti 

atically punitive 87 44 


Lax 
model and parental attitude ex- 
e of parents but also to the 


The interdependence between role 
ts and children. Where fa- 


a fiot only to the disciplinary mod 
affectional relationships between paren V 
thers are cruel or neglecting and criminal, the chances of delinquency 
are very great, The McCords found that 85 per cent of the Cam- 
bridge-Somerville subjects reared under those conditions had been 
Convicted of at least one crime. Where mothers were deviant and 
nonloving, the crime rate was nearly as high—81 per cent (McCord, 
McCord, and Zola, 1959). We are led to consider some more direct 
relationships between parents and children, for it seems that these 
relationships—affectional bonds, disciplinary treatment, and the like 
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—pervade all the others in forming predispositions to delinquent be- 
havior. 


PARENT-ChiLD RELATIONSHIPS IN DELINQUENCY 
Authority Relationships 


Popular writers (e.g., Liebowitz, 1957) often lay great emphasis 
on the weak role of men in contemporary American families. Father 
has lost his place as head of the family, they say; his dignity is gone, 
his authority weakened, And if the delinquency problem is ever to 
be attacked at its roots, fathers are going to have to reaffirm their 
rights and reassume their obligations at the head of the household. 

Like most propositions with high popular appeal, this one appears 
to have an element of truth in it, but the problem is not as simple as 
all that, and the statement needs qualifying. There is no clear evi- 
dence that mothers have “taken over” in the homes of delinquents, 
or that the family histories involve a power struggle in which weak, 
meek husbands have been subjugated to the more assertive wills of 
their wives. When the Gluecks (1950) attempted to determine 
which parent was dominant in the families they examined, they 
emerged with the figures in Table 3-4, which show that a dominance 


TABLE 3-4. DOMINANCE PATTERNS IN THE FAMILIES 
or DELINQUENTS AND NONDELINQUENTS 
(From Glueck and Glueck, 1950) 


Percentage of Families 


Dominant Parent Delinquents Nondelinquents 
Father 49.6 49.7 
Mother 48.1 46.0 
Neither 2.3 4.3 


pattern is ordinarily established in the American home, that the 
mother is dominant in about half the families and the father dom- 
inant in the other half, but that delinquents do not come from 
homes where “mother is boss” any more often than nondelinquents- 
When the McCords (1960) compared dominance configurations IN 
the homes of criminals with those in the homes of alcoholics, they 
found dominance assigned to the father more often in the homes © 
criminals. When Andry (1960) asked his subjects which parent had 
the “final say” in family decisions, the father had more authority in 
both delinquent and nondelinquent families, but the differences 
between groups were not significant. Questions pertaining directly 
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to obedience and punishment, however, did reveal some differences. 
Both parents, or the father alone, did most of the punishing in less 
than two-thirds (64 per cent) of the families of delinquents, but in 
three-fourths (76 per cent) of the families of nondelinquents. Re- 
sponsibility for punishment was relegated solely to the mother in 36 
per cent of the delinquent families, but in only 24 per cent of the 
families of nondelinquents. 

It seems likely that these differences are not so much a matter of 
feminine dominance as of masculine neglect and indifference. Delin- 
quency is very common in the “female based households” described 
by Miller (1958, 1959). In most of these families the father has 
either deserted or has never been a permanent member of the family. 
Italian-American families tend to be dominated by the father, the 
ation ago, but these families contributed more than 
ago, say, in the twenties and thirties. 
There is, in short, little or no evidence for a common belief that 
delinquency arises from a domination of American husbands by their 
wives, or for the proposal that delinquency can be stopped by restor- 
ing father to his traditional place at the head of the home. 


more so a gener 
their share of criminals in Chic 


Affectional Relationships 


The importance of parental love is ordin l i 
concerned with the adjustment of children. The basic defect in 
delinquency, as in most other forms of disturbance, is thought to lie 
somewhere in the feelings parents and childen have for each other. 
Systematic studies of affectional relationships in delinquency, how- 
ever, are rather rare, and most of them are fairly recent. Burt s early 
analysis (Burt, 1929) of “defective family relationships” focused 
mainly on broken homes. When he looked to the way parents and 
children got along together, the major emphasis was on matters of 
discipline, not affection, Healy and Bronner (1926) made much of 
the rejection and deprivation of love which seemed to distinguish 
delinquent from nondelinquent siblings. Bowlby (1944) emphasized 
lack of affection even more, but his judgments, like those of Healy 
and Bronner, were sufficiently vulnerable to bias to cast some Es 
on the dependability of the findings. Some direct but u in- 
formation on parental affection was gained in Merrill's research on 
delinquents (Merrill, 1947). About half the parents of delinquents 
and most of the parents of controls were compared by placement on 
an “affection” scale, with sympathy and kindness at one end and 
definite hostility at the other. Only 3 per cent of the controls, but 22 


arily assumed by clinicians 
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per cent of the delinquents were said to come from “definitely 
hostile” homes. No distinction was made between the attitudes of 
mothers and fathers. 

More refined studies of affectional relationships, recognizing pos- 
sible differences between parents, examining interactions between 
affection and other variables, and allowing for differential effects of 
various patterns of parental behavior, did not begin to appear until 
fairly recently. One of the first reports to offer any of the needed 
refinements was that of Hewitt and Jenkins (1946). While not focally 
addressed to the study of delinquency, their analysis of the differen- 
tial effects of differing parental attitudes have some implications for 
the understanding of delinquency. After distinguishing three major 
patterns of maladjustment, viz., unsocialized aggression, socialized 
delinquency, and overinhibition, the authors related certain parenta 
attitudes to the behavior syndromes of the children. Results are 
given in Table 3-5, where findings about unsocialized aggression an 


TABLE 3-5. CORRELATIONS ° BETWEEN PARENTAL ATTITUDES 
AND BEHAVIOR OF CHILDREN 
(From Hewitt and Jenkins, 1946) 


Unsocialized Socialized de. 
Parental Attitude Aggression Delinquency inhibitio 
Rejection 48 02 20 
Negligence and exposure .12 .63 17 
Repression .10 —.12 52 


° Tetrachoric r’s. 


socialized delinquency are most pertinent to this discussion. While 
the garden variety delinquency of city gangs would appear to be 
related mainly to parental neglect, unsocialized aggression is evi- 
dently related to active rejection on the part of parents. 

The confidence which can be placed in these results is unfortu- 
nately limited by a mode of analysis which capitalized on chance. 
The syndromes of parental treatment were defined by selecting those 
variables which were positively correlated with one of the child be- 
havior syndromes, and then selecting a small number of those situa- 
tional items which were logically interrelated. , 

Selective analyses of this kind can lead to spuriously positive re- 
sults, and indeed a related investigation by Horwitz (1944) foun 
no statistically significant differences in family background between 
a group of unsocialized-aggressive and a group of overinhibited dir 
dren defined by the methods Hewitt and Jenkins had developed. 
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i, Biases generated by the Hewitt-Jenkins data selection method 
owever, would tend to be in the nature of an over-all exaggeration 
of the strength of association, rather than a forcing of the pattern of 
relationships. It is of interest to note that Lewis (1954), studying 
5 family backgrounds of children at a diagnostic placement center 
ge a pattern result similar to that reported by Hewitt and Jen- 
ins. _Unsocialized aggressive delinquents had more parental rejec- 
tion in their backgrounds, socialized delinquents showed histories 
of neglect and bad company, while the inhibited-neurotic children 
tended to have experienced excessive constraint. This study is also 
subject to criticism on the grounds that the same person made 
judgments of both child behavior and family. In addition, as Lewis 
notes, the definition of socialized delinquency is contaminated with 
the background pattern of negligence and exposure. Both definitions 
require exposure to delinquents for placement in the categories. It 
is of considerable interest that specific ratings of neglect by mother 
and neglect by father did not significantly differentiate among the 
problem groups in Lewis’ study. These data and difficulties thus 
raise a question concerning the specific relation between neglect 
and socialized delinquency. However, Lewis’ results with a differ- 
ent sample and different methodological flaws from those in the 
Hewitt-Jenkins study do tend to support Hewitt and Jenkins’ find- 


ngs on the association of rejection with unsocialized aggression and 


repressive family backgrounds with overinhibited behavior. 
ffered by the Gluecks’ 


Refinement along other parameters was O; 
41950) study. Some of the more relevant findings appear in Table 
-6. Indifference, rejection, and outright hostility were very com- 


TABLE 3-6. AFFECTION OF PARENTS FOR DELINQUENT 
AND NONDELINQUENT Boys 
(From Glueck and Glueck, 1950) 
Showing Attitude 


Percentage of Parents 
Father ° Mother ° 
P. Non- Non- 
arental Attitude Delinquent delinquent Delinquent delinquent 
Warm 40.2 80.7 72.1 95.6 
Indifferent 42.9 16.0 21.2 3.4 
Hostile, rejecting 16.9 33 6.7 10 


nt well beyond the 01 level for both mothers and fathers. 


of delinquents, especially by the 
th and affection which the vast 


o 
2 iint 
x2 values are significa 


oy displayed by the parents 
athers, in contrast with the warm 
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majority of “normal” parents gave their children. Bandura and 
Walters (1959), in their study of aggression, obtained similar results, 
as shown in Table 3-7. From interviews with fathers and mothers 


TABLE 3-7. PARENTAL AFFECTION FOR AGGRESSIVE AND NONAGGRESSIVE BOYS 
(From Bandura and Walters, 1959) 


Group Means 


Fathers Mothers 
Aggres- Aggres- 
sive Control sive Control 
Parental Attitude Group Group p Group Group P 
Data from Father Interviews: 10 
Warmth 6.94 8.40 .001 7.83 8.44 e 
Rejection by father 4.63 3.04 .001 
Affectionate interaction = 
in early childhood 6.00 7.04 .10 8.69 8.98 
Data from Mother Interviews: 10 
Warmth 6.38 7.60 .05 7.44 8.02 OL 
Rejection by mother 4.50 3.00 0 
Affectionate interaction 10 
in early childhood 5.77 6.85 .05 8.44 8.96 ' 
Data from Child Interviews: 
Rejection by father 4.48 2.59 .01 02 
Rejection by mother 3.61 2.64 . 


alike, it was clear that the aggressive boys were loved less and re- 
jected more than the nonaggressive children. Again, the differences 
were greatest in regard to the attitudes of fathers. ; 
Andry (1960) places heavy emphasis on defects in the father-child 
relationship as a leading factor in delinquency. This is not to say 
that the relationship between mothers and sons are unimportant. In 
a comparison between 80 court-committed repeat offenders and a 
rather carefully matched sample of nondelinquents, Andry foun 
both mothers and fathers of delinquents to differ sharply from con- 
trol parents in adequacy of affection. But the fathers differed more, 
and, in the affectional aspect of the parent-child relationship, as We 
as in other facets of the relationship, it was the attitude of the 
father which appeared to have the stronger influence in forming 
emotional predispositions to delinquency. ; 
Alone among the more sophisticated studies, the McCords re- 
search (1959) attributed greater significance to the mother, though 
relationships between crime and fathers’ attitudes were also found. 
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Classifying fathers as warm, passive, cruel, or neglecting (as well as 
dead or absent), they found the greatest incidence of criminality 
where fathers were neglectful, unconcerned, and indifferent. Crime 
rates were lowest when fathers were “warm” or “passive.” The latter 
finding surprised the authors a little, considering other findings on 
the deleterious effects of paternal passivity, but the generally dam- 
aging effect of a lack of affection from fathers seems clear enough. 

The McCords’ classification system for mothers was more com- 
plex. Instead of just deciding whether mothers were “warm” or not, 
a four-place categorization into “Joving-normal,” “overprotective,” 
“loving-anxious,” and “loving-neurotic” was considered necessary. 
When the findings emerged, all the “loving” categories were related 
to the lowest crime rates, though it was less criminogenic for a 
mother to be “normally” affectionate than to be “neurotically” so. 
As with fathers, the highest delinquency rates were associated with 
neglect, but in contrast with the finding for fathers, maternal “passiv- 
ity” was the next most damaging attitude. 

In a rather lengthy interpretation of this discrepancy, the authors 
suggest that boys are less upset by passivity from fathers than from 
mothers, because fathers are expected to be somewhat disengaged 
from the home, while passivity on the part of a mother is interpreted 
as rejection, This is one possibility, but others should be considered. 
As the McCords suggest, passive fathers offer a model for the boy 
which is antithetical to status in a delinquent group. But most ob- 
viously, it is important to note that the definition of “passivity” for 
fathers is not the same as that for mothers. For fathers, the definition 
naturally connotes some disavowal of responsibility for child rearing, 
but it also stipulates a positive affection for the child. “Passive fa- 
thers,” according to the McCords’ definition, “in their way love their 
child” The definition of passivity for mothers contains no such 
statement. Mothers judged to love their children were placed in one 
of the several “loving” categories. The “passive ones were supposed 
to fit the following description: “Weak and ineffectual. : Phlegmatic 
in manner, Play a minor role in the family, leaving direction and 
discipline to others in the home.” That sounds very much like a 
weak neglect, and it is hardly surprising that “passive and neglect- 
ing” attitudes appear together, at the opposite end from “loving 
attitudes, closely related to crime on the part of the sons. 

Conclusions reached in this study about the relative significance 
of a mother’s and father’s love come mainly from a study of some 
interactions between attitudes of the two parents. Pertinent findings 
are given in Table 3-8. As expected, crime was most frequent when 
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TABLE 3-8. RELATION OF PARENTAL AFFECTION TO CRIME RATE 
(From McCord, McCord and Zola, 1959) 


Percentage of Boys Convicted of Later Crimes 
Attitude of Father 


Attitude of Mother Loving Rejecting 
Loving 32 36 
Rejecting 46 70 


both parents were rejecting, and least when they were both affec- 
tionate, but, the McCords say, the contribution of mothers’ attitudes 
to variance in crime was greater than that for fathers. If mother was 
rejecting, fewer who had loving fathers than those with rejecting 
fathers became criminals; but the difference was not significant. 
However, if father was rejecting, the affectional status of mother 
significantly affected crime rates. In view of their failure to test the 
significance of the difference between differences (70 per cent to 36 
per cent versus 70 per cent to 46 per cent, which is obviously insignifi- 
cant), their conclusion that “maternal rejection appeared to be more 
criminogenic than paternal rejection” (McCord, McCord and Zola, 
1959, p. 108) is not fully justified. But even if it were, no denial of 
the importance of paternal affection was intended. From other 
analyses by the McCords, and from those in the investigations cite 
above, it is perfectly obvious that fathers’ attitudes, as neglected as 
they have been in past research and theory, are very important in 
determining proneness to crime. 


The Child’s Response to Affection (or Lack of it) 


A dyadic relationship is a two-directional affair, and researchers 
have lately begun to examine not only the attitudes parents express 
toward their children, but also the reciprocal feelings children 
hold toward their parents. Most inquiries to date have centered 
rather narrowly on the child’s-attitudes-about-the-parents’-attitudes- 
toward-the-child, but that, at least, is a step in the direction of recog- 
nizing the interactional nature of parent-child relationships. 

Not unrealistically, delinquent boys tend to think their parents do 
not love them very much. Andry’s inquiry about the adequacy ° 
parental love showed 78 per cent of the nondelinquents to say that 
both parents were “very satisfactory” in this regard. Only 11 per cent 
of the delinquents described their parents as “very satisfactory, an 
three-fourths of them said one or both of their parents were “very 
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bad” in regard to the love they showed their children (Andry, 1960). 
The delinquents in the Glueck study did not think their parents were 
honestly concerned about their welfare (Glueck and Glueck, 1950). 
Displays of affection seem to be either so rare or so insincere in the 
homes of delinquents that both parties are embarrassed by them 
(Andry, 1960). 

In an atmosphere like this, the emotional reaction of the child 
tends toward indifference (Bach and Bremer, 1947), counterrejec- 
tion of the parents (Nye, 1956, 1958), or at least some attitude other 
than normal, close attachment. The Gluecks’ examination of emo- 
tional ties between parents and children yielded the results in Table 
3-9. If a “noncommittal” response is taken to imply, at best, ambiv- 
alence in the parent-child relationship, it is obvious that the feelings 
delinquents have toward their parents, and especially toward their 
fathers, tend to be something other than warm affection. 

The lack of a strong affectional relationship has many conse- 
quences. Bandura and Walters (1959) found aggressive boys to be 
more reluctant to ask for help from their fathers, to be less inclined 
to seek the company of their parents, to show less warmth of feeling 
for either parent, and to display weaker identification with parents 
than the nonaggressive boys. The Gluecks’ delinquents likewise 
found their fathers rather unsuitable objects for emulation, a finding 
which takes on considerable meaning in the context of identification 
theory. Using a story completion technique, Zucker (1943) inferred 
that delinquent boys in need of help seek the assistance of peers 
rather than parents. Similar results are reported by Kagan (1958) 
for a comparison of aggressive and nonaggressive boys. Using stories 
told to nine pictures, Kagan found that aggressive boys were less 
likely to seek help from an adult when faced with a problem, were 
less likely to see a parent as providing nurture than other adults, and 
were more likely to tell stories depicting parental anger toward a 


TABLE 3-9. EMOTIONAL ATTITUDES or Boys TOWARD PARENTS 
(From Glueck and Glueck, 1950) 
Percentage of Boys Displaying Attitude 
Mothers ° 


Fathers ° 
Attitude Delinquent Nondelinquent Delinquent Nondelinquent 
Attached 32.5 65.1 m sga 
Indifferent 16.5 5.6 4. oa 
Hostile 11.8 2.8 2.2 oe 
Noncommittal 39.2 26.5 28.3 i 


® %2 values are significant beyond the .01 level for both mothers and fathers. 
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child. Of the many repercussions parental rejection can have on a 
child, driving him into emotional dependence on his peers is prob- 
ably not the least important. 

The reactions discussed in this section are not unique responses to 
isolated affectional stimuli. The love of a parent has many correlates, 
and the affectional aspect of the parent-child relationship is only one 
of those which require examination. 

Discipline 

If one endorses the common assumption that capacities for in- 
ternal control are complexly but closely related to previously im- 
posed external restraints, then parental discipline assumes focal 
significance as a factor in delinquency. One of the earliest studies to 
stress the importance of discipline was that by Healy and Bronner 
(1926), who found 40 per cent of a sample of 4000 delinquents in 
Chicago and Boston to have come from homes where parents failed 
to exert even a minimum of “good discipline.” In the lack of control 
data, this figure is difficult to interpret, but such labels as “below a 
minimum of good discipline” carry implicit standards with them. In 
Burt’s (1929) more carefully controlled investigation, “defective 
discipline” emerged as the most important background determinant 
of delinquent behavior. The “defects” were defined with such 
breadth as to include laxity, indifference, disagreement, or excessive 
strictness, but some combination of these faults was found seve? 
times as often among the parents of delinquents as among the par- 
ents of nondelinquents. Merrill (1947) found three-fourths of her 
group of delinquents to come from homes where parents were too 
lax, too severe, or erratic, The findings in the Gluecks’ research are 
shown in Table 3-10. Most parents of nondelinquents evidently treat 
their children in a “firm but kindly” way. The parents of delinquents 


TABLE 3-10. DISCIPLINARY ATTITUDES OF PARENTS 
(From Glueck and Glueck, 1950) 


Percentage of Parents Showing Attitude 


Fathers ° Mothers ° 
Attitude Delinquent Nondelinquent Delinquent Nondelinquent 
Lax 26.6 17.9 56.8 11.7 
Overstrict 26.1 8.7 4.4 1.6 
Erratic 41.6 17.9 34.6 21.1 
Firm but kindly 5.7 55.5 4.2 65.6 


° x2 values are highly significant. 
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tend to be too harsh or too “soft,” or are inclined to alternate unpre- 
dictably between severity and license. From these other studies, the 
notion that something is wrong with the discipline of delinquents is 
well established. The nature of the fault is not quite so clear, but the 
literature still permits certain generalizations. Some findings in 
regard to leniency and strictness are presented in Table 3-11. The 
investigations were carried out in different countries, and rating 
standards varied somewhat from one study to the other, but the 
results are still highly consistent. It is the mothers of delinquents, 
mainly, who are guilty of extreme laxity, though the fathers of delin- 
quents also appeared lax significantly more often than the fathers of 
nondelinquents. Excessively strict discipline, on the other hand, was 
primarily directed by fathers toward sons. Strict mothers were rare 
in all groups. Similar findings are reported by Bandura and Walters 
(1959), who found the mothers of aggressive boys to be less demand- 
ing of obedience than the mothers of controls, to place fewer restric- 
tions on the boys in the home, and to make fewer demands for school 
achievements. Both parents were inclined to use physical punish- 
ment and deprivation of privileges, but it was the fathers who were 
seen as the very strict ones. 

TABLE 3-11. STRICTNESS AND LAXITY IN DISCIPLINE 
Percentage of Parents Showing Attitude 


Fathers Mothers 
Sex 
of Non- F Non- 
Attitude Child Delinquent delinquent Delinquent delinquent 
Lax Discipline: 
Gluecks, 1950 Boys 26.6 17.9 56.8 11.7 
Burt, 1929 Boys 17.1 10 . 68.0 8.0 
Girls 11.0 0.5 32.2 5.5 
Overstrict Disci- 
pline: 
Gluecks, 1950 Boys 26.1 87 4.4 1.6 
Burt, 1929 Boys 14.6 2.5 1.6 0.5 
Girls 1.4 3.0 5.4 2.0 


Laxity and severity of discipline, however extreme they may be, 


and whichever parent offers the treatment, seem less damaging than 
an erratic approach to training. McCord, McCord, and Zola (1959) 


classified disciplinary attitudes under the following heads: 
1. Love-oriented. Both parents consistently used methods based 


on withholding love, rewards, or privileges in combination with 


“reasoning.” 
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2. Punitive discipline. Both parents consistently used beatings, 
physical isolation, violent anger, or aggressive threats. 

3. Lax discipline. Neither parent exerted control. 

4, Erratic discipline A (love-oriented and lax). One parent used 
love-oriented methods, and the other was lax, or they varied in- 
consistently between the two types. 

5. Erratic discipline B (love-oriented, lax, and punitive). One or 
both parents wavered inconsistently in using these methods, so 
that all three were combined. . 

6. Erratic discipline C (punitive and lax). One parent used puni- 
tive methods and the other was lax, or they varied inconsistently 
between the two methods. 

The results of their analyses are given in Table 3-12, where the 

destructive effects of inconsistent discipline are plainly shown. 


TABLE 3-12. RELATION OF PARENTAL DISCIPLINE TO CRIME 
AND INCARCERATION 
(From McCord, McCord and Zola, 1959) 


Percentage of Boys 


Percentage of Boys Sentenced HD 
Type of Discipline Convicted of Later Crimes Penal Institutions 
Punitive 21 7 
Love-oriented 27 5 
Erratic A (love-lax) 35 5 
Erratic B (love-lax-punitive 49 19 Re 
Lax p ) 50 19 hs 
Erratic C (punitive-lax) 56 30 


Bennett’s (1960) comparison of disciplinary attitudes among pat 
ents of delinquent and neurotic children (see Table 3-13) offers 
additional support for contention that erratic discipline is a very 
important factor in determining delinquent predispositions. 


TABLE 3-13. PARENTAL DISCIPLINE IN FAMILIES OF DELINQUENT 
AND NEUROTIC CHILDREN 
(From Bennett, 1960) 


Number of Families 


Type of Discipline Delinquent Neurotic 
Normal 4 14 
Overstrict 7 19 
Overlenient 3 8 
Inconsistent 36 14 


Total N 50 50 
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In apparent contradiction to many previous findings, punitive 
discipline was associated with the lowest crime rate of all in the 
McCords’ analysis, but one must note that their definition of “puni- 
tiveness” specifies a consistent use of beatings and other methods by 
both parents. It seems reasonable to suppose that children in homes 
like that would simply be afraid to do anything which would surely 
incur the wrath of their parents. Bennett's findings that consistently 
overstrict discipline is more associated with neurotic problems than 
delinquency supports this interpretation. Most of the “punitive” 
parents in the studies which have shown a positive relationship be- 
tween punitiveness and delinquency (Burt, 1929; Glueck and Glueck, 
1950; Bandura and Walters, 1959) would probably be classed as 

erratic” (punitive-lax; or love-oriented, lax, punitive) in the classi- 
fication system used by the McCords. In any case, punitive disci- 
pline, by itself, consistently administered by both parents, does not 
seem to promote delinquency. It probably helps control delin- 
quency, though one may wonder about the cost in regard to other 
aspects of behavior and development. 

Studies of disciplinary techniques ha 
clusion that the parents of delinquent children are quicker to inflict 
corporal punishment than the parents of nondelinquents, and less 
inclined to use such moderate means as praise and reasoning (Glueck 
and Glueck, 1950; Bandura and Walters, 1959). But it is difficult to 
say whether cause or effect is represented in this fact. In clinical 
interviews, the parents of delinquents often complain that reasoning 
“just doesn’t work” with their obstreperous children, and indeed it 
is possible that the parents have resorted to physical discipline in an 
effort to control otherwise uncontrollable children whose tendencies 
have developed from other determinants. An argument of this sort, 
however, could not account for the findings of McCord et al., where 
the discipline of the parents was assessed many years prior to the 
delinquent acts. The truth of the matter probably lies somewhere 
in between. Parents are more likely to shift to stronger disciplinary 
procedures when they see less intense procedures fail, and at the 
same time there are reasons to believe that physical punishment can 
actually increase aggressive behavior through frustration effects (Dol- 
lard ef al., 1939) and modeling effects (Bandura, 1962). 

A particularly difficult problem arises in attempting to separate 
the effect of type of discipline from affectional relations, since praise 
and reasons tend to be used by warm parents and physical punish- 


ment by hostile parents (Bandura and Walters, 1959; Becker e¢ al., 


1962; Sears et al., 1957; Unger, 1960, 1962). A further complication 


ve tended to yield the con- 
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arises from the fact that hostile-punitive parents may also directly 
encourage and reward aggression. For example, Bandura (1960) 
found that mothers of aggressive boys, while quite punitive when 
aggression was expressed toward them, were more permissive than 
mothers of inhibited boys when the aggression was expressed toward 
peers or siblings. Becker et al. (1962) found that when the mother 
was high in the use of physical punishment, she was also likely to 
insist that her children fight for their rights with other children. In 
view of the complex coexistence of several parental variables, it 1s 
not possible at this time to determine with precision the meaning of 
the obtained associations of physical punishment and delinquency. 
On the basis of the present evidence, the most appropriate generali- 
zation would be that, in a hostile context, high use of physical 
punishment tends to promote aggression in children (Becker, 1964). 

Some time ago, Whiting and Child (1953) proposed that certain 
aspects of superego development (e.g., responsibility, guilt prone- 
ness) are fostered by love-oriented discipline and hindered by the 
use of physical-material incentives. The evidence for this proposi- 
tion is conflicting and, when it is supportive of the proposition, 15 
open to alternative interpretations. As noted in Table 3-12, McCor 
et al. found both consistently love-oriented and punitive discipline 
associated with low crime rates. Bandura and Walters (1959) did 
not find any compelling support for the postulated relationship 17 
their study of aggressive children. The parents of the aggressive 
boys were prone to use physical punishment, to deprive their sons 
of privileges, and to nag and scold, but they were also more strongly 
inclined than parents of less aggressive controls to withdraw love 
and to ridicule. There were no significant differences with respect 
to the use of material rewards and praise as positive incentives. 
Nye’s study (1958), based on the perceptions of the “most delin- 
quent” and “least delinquent” children in a high school sample, di 
not support the Whiting-Child hypothesis, 

Most of the positive evidence for the hypothesis has come from 
the study of “normal” children and from cross-cultural studies. IM 
a recent review of this evidence, Becker (1964) first points out @ 
need i distinguish between positive love-oriented methods (praise; 
reasoning) and negative love-oriented methods (withdrawal of love, 
expressions of disappointment, and so on). The evidence indicates 
that negative love-oriented techniques are associated with intema”? 
ized reactions to transgression in the form of guilt or acceptance © 
self-responsibility only when the parent is high in warmth. Positive 
love-oriented techniques are used primarily by warm parents and 
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in this context, are associated with greater internalized reactions to 
transgression. These qualifications, and those discussed earlier with 
respect to physical punishment, suggest the reasons for the presum- 
ably inconsistent findings by McCord et al., Bandura and Walters, 
and Nye in their studies of delinquents. In the McCord’s study 
consistently punitive discipline (or consistent discipline of any kind) 
was not likely to occur in a hostile context. Bandura and Walter's 
findings of more use of withdrawal of love and ridicule in parents of 
aggressive boys was associated with a hostile context. The research 
on normal children suggests that Whiting and Child’s hypothesis 
should hold only under special conditions which were not present in 
the studies of delinquents. 

The possible bases for the relations between love-oriented tech- 
niques and greater self-responsibility and internalized reactions to 
transgression are summarized by Becker (1964) as: (1) warmth, 
which makes the parent important to the child and obviates the need 
for more severe forms of discipline to gain compliance, (2) the 
presence of a model of controlled behavior, (3) the provision of 
verbal cues (reasons) which facilitate understanding of what is ex- 
pected and aid the child’s anticipation of consequences, and (4) the 
fact that punishment is likely to continue until the child shows a 
restitutive reaction, thus directly reinforcing such reactions by the 


termination of punishment. 


A number of generalizations are justified by available research on 


discipline and delinquency. The unhappy consequences of erratic 
discipline are clear to see. Failure to strike a moderate balance be- 
ıl. Over all, a situation in 


tween harshness and leniency is harmfu 

which hostility is aroused but not controlled would seem most cer- 
tain to create delinquent dispositions. Bandura and Walters (1957) 
especially stress the viciousness of a pattern in which the father is 
hostile (thus evoking counterhostility) and the mother is lax. Fol- 
lowing examination of some “conduct problems referred to a guid- 
ance clinic, Becker et al. (1959) put it the other way around—the 
mother appeared thwarting and the father lax. It probably ci 
matter which parent does which. More generally it appears pe t e 
primary situation in which delinquency 1s generated, asa ce 
of parent behavior, is that home where hostility is generated and no 


controls are demanded from the child when he rebels. 
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The Child’s Response to Discipline (or Lack of it) 


When delinquent or delinquency-prone youngsters are asked 
about the disciplinary attitudes of their parents, they are apt to 
emphasize the unfairness and unfavorable partiality of the treatment 
they have received (Nye, 1958; Andry, 1960). Like other ne 
delinquents themselves say their parents fail to attain a proper bal- 
ance between strictness and leniency (Andry, 1960). They are 
resentful of restrictions and resist controls imposed upon them 
(Bandura and Walters, 1959; N ye, 1958). 

One should not place too much confidence in the literal accuracy 
of a delinquent’s appraisal of his parents. We deal in reports of ca 
ceptions. But whether the statements are interpreted as undistorte‘ 
descriptions, rationalizations for misbehavior, or whatever else, caf 
linquents say their parents’ disciplinary attitudes leave much to be 
desired. And that itself is an attitudinal fact which can contribute 
to delinquency. 


Rewards for Delinquency 


A number of psychoanalytically oriented writers have suggested 
that delinquent behavior is permitted, indeed encouraged, by ened 
parents, who thereby gain some vicarious gratification of their ov A 
shoddy impulses. Lippman (1954) cites some individual mistora 
purporting to show this, and suggests that collaborative therapy 4 
indicated in cases of this kind. Johnson and Burke (1955) propos 
that delinquency, especially in “respectable” families, may © T : 
result from specific stimulation of a child’s antisocial behavior by the 
unconscious (sometimes conscious ) sanction of the parents. bis 

There are unfortunately few acceptable data which bear on = ah 
provocative thought. Bandura and Walters (1959) found bo s 
fathers and mothers of aggressive boys to be fairly active in eneon 
aging aggression. The children were taught aggression, one me of 
say, as a way of solving adjustive problems. Certainly the ro i Ga 
parents, not only in the direct arousal of aggression and the fai ber 
to control it, but also in the subtle encouragement of aggressive 
havior, could bear more careful study. 


THE Dynamic EFFECTS OF PARENTAL TREATMENT 


; ve > o 
Any serious effort to examine the origins of delinquency anane 
beyond study of social influences in direct relation to delinquency 
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The delinquent response pattern is mediated by the delinquent per- 
son, and study of the interactions between the person and his envi- 
ronment must be examined before his behavior tendencies can be 
understood. As one approach, the personality characteristics which 
participate in delinquency proneness can be isolated, and those 
characteristics related systematically to the influences which have 
molded them. 

The Gluecks have pursued this goal more ambitiously than any 
other investigators. In the latest report of their massive research 
(Glueck and Glueck, 1962), the analyses which led to Unraveling 
Juvenile Delinquency (1950) and then Physique and Delinquency 
(1956) are extended to the Family Environment and Delinquency 
(1962). In the last, an effort is made to place the traits previously 
shown to distinguish between delinquents and nondelinquents on a 
biosocial continuum. Characteristics related to body type and unre- 
lated to social influences are placed at the “constitutional” end of 
the scale. Characteristics related to social influences but not to body 
type are said to have a “psychosocial” orientation. Results of the 
analysis are given in Table 3-14, which speaks for itself and is worth 
some careful study. Among the more interesting findings is the des- 
ignation of emotional instability and emotional conflicts, traditionally 
related to social experience, as constitutional traits, and the place- 
ment of intellectual functions at the socially conditioned end of the 
scale (cf. Hunt, 1961). 3 

Unfortunately, some basic design limitations restrict the confi- 

ence which can be attached to the findings the Gluecks report. 
Associational data are used as the basis for cause-effect propositions, 
though this is so common a practice it scarcely seems worth criticiz- 
ing. More serious is the fact that constitutionality of traits is defined 
solely by a body-typing operation. This admits the possibility that 
genuinely constitutional traits which happen to be unrelated to body 


type will be placed at the psychosocial end of the scale. The authors 


are aware of this possibility, but, considering the nature of the traits 
analyzed in their work, regard the possibility as remote. The depend- 
ability of results is open to strong question. In the course of relating 
sixty-six traits to forty-four determinants, the Gluecks gave them- 
Selves a chance for 2904 significant effects to emerge. In the perti- 
nent appendix, a total of 255 relationships are listed as “significant 
at the .10 level. Two hundred and ninety should occur by chance. 
Difficulties in interpretation are even more formidable in the sec- 
Ond part of the report, where the authors attempt to establish inter- 
active relationships between factors in the family environment and 
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TABLE 3-14. BiosociaL ORIENTATION OF TRAITS 
RELATED TO DELINQUENCY 


(From Gleuck and Glueck, 1962) 


Constitutional Traits 


Cyanosis 

Tremors 

Genital underdevelopment 
Strength of hand grip 
Social assertiveness 
Submissiveness to authority 
Fear of failure and defeat 
Vivacity 

Sensitivity 

Emotional instability 
Aestheticism 

Sensuousness 

Emotional conflicts 


Probably 

Constitutional Traits 
Poor health in infancy 
Enuresis in early childhood 
Irregular reflexes 
Dermographia 
Intuition 
Unmethodical approach to problems 
Capacity for objective interests 
Defiance 
Ambivalence to authority 
Poor surface contact with others 
Emotional liability 
Lack of self-control 
Stubbornness 
Adventurousness 
Psychopathy 


Constitutional and Socially 
Conditioned Traits 


Tendency to phantasy 
Destructiveness 
Dependence on others 
Masochistic trends 
Destructive-sadistic trends 
Feeling of inadequacy 
Uninhibited motor responses 
to stimuli 
Acquisitiveness 
Unconventionality 
Impracticality 


Socially Conditioned Traits 


Low verbal intelligence 

High performance intelligence 
Originality 

Poor power of observation 

Common sense 

Enhanced feeling of insecurity 
Feeling of not being wanted or loved 
Feeling of not being taken care of 
Feeling of not being taken seriously 
Feeling of helplessness 

Feeling of resentment 

Hostility 

Suspiciousness 

Feeling of isolation life 
Feeling of being able to manage ow? 
Receptive trends 

Compulsory trends 

Preponderance of extroversive trends 
Preponderance of introversive trends 
Lack of self-criticism 
Conscientiousness 

Neuroticism 
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the mediating traits which predispose youngsters to delinquency. 
Using a method of multiple comparisons developed by Tukey, they 
compare the proportional incidence of delinquents and nondelin- 
quents displaying each of the sixty-six traits under consideration, in 
reference to each of the forty-four environmental factors they exam- 
ined. This type of analysis, like the other, involves 2904 possible 
significance tests, but a count of relevant tables in the appendix 
shows that only ninety-eight of the interactions were “significant” 
at the .10 level. Some selectivity in reporting may possibly have 
been imposed. In the light of these methodological shortcomings, 
the final section of the book, containing “implications for the man- 
agement of delinquency” must be read with caution. 

The Gluecks’ latest findings badly need replication. In construct- 
ing tests, indices developed by picking “significant” elements from a 
very large pool are routinely crossvalidated before they are reported 
as reliable, A similar practice should be instituted in research of the 
kind the Gluecks have done. Until then, propositions based on their 
findings are hypotheses and no more. 

A clear distinction, however, should be made between the some- 
what dubious “facts” in the Gluecks’ latest book, and the methods 
and guiding principles they have employed. The model they use in 
examining person-environment relationships, unlike most models, 
provides for the differential impact of various external influences as 
a function of the receptive characteristics of the person exposed to 
the influences, Some factors which are not generally related to delin- 
quency may assume criminogenic importance when they act on 
people who are particularly vulnerable to the influence. The factors 
Serve a “catalytic” function. Conversely, certain factors which are 
related to crime in a general way may have no deleterious effect on 
people who are relatively impervious to the stress. “In other words, 
it is differential contamination, rather than differential association, 
that is at the core of the etiologic process; and contamination de- 
pends not merely on exposure but also on susceptibility as opposed 
to immunity” (Glueck and Glueck, 1962, p. 155). This is a useful 
idea, and the concept of a biosocial continuum seems equally power- 
ful, if not indispensable, to development of a rational eclecticism in 
regard to the origins of crime. The concepts are worth developing 
whether or not the Gluecks’ empirical findings support the particular 
substantive propositions they have offered in their writings to date. 
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SUMMARY 


Let us now summarize some of the major findings on family inter- 
actions and delinquency and attempt, in a necessarily limited way, to 
interpret them within the framework of general behavior ea 

The family functions, in part, to transmit cultural values ein oe 
generation to another and from the larger social systems outside = 
family to the members of the family itself. Delinquency is conce i 
trated in certain strata of the social structure, notably among mem 
bers of the lower socioeconomic classes, The values which | are 
attached to human acts by members of these classes are sometimes 
different from those attached by people in the middle class, wor 
laws are defined, and designations of delinquency are imposed. ‘ 
phases on toughness, worldly smartness, and independence 
authority are sometimes coupled with a de-emphasis of eg ER 
consideration for others, and self-control among members of dels 
lower class. In the terms of behavior theory, this means that mo in 
for behavior of the kind that are “tough,” “smart,” and so on le 
plentifully available, and social reinforcement for such behavior er 
frequent, immediate, and strong. When peer gangs as well as Pile 
ents encourage behavior of this kind, occasional conflict with mi 
class law is not surprising. wal 

Most lower class children, however, do not become chronica 2 
delinquent, and there is evidence that individual families are pow® 
ful determiners of proneness to delinquency, the 

The home offers a physical-social background for many of A 
critical interactions which influence the course of social-motivation = 
development. To promote such development, a home must be su 5 
ciently attractive to keep the children inside it for fairly long perio ts 
of time, and it must be managed with some degree of order. ag 
must occur in predictable sequences, and day-to-day routines ™ ne 
not be so chaotic that the energies of everyone in the household a 
exhausted meeting one crisis after another. ded 

The homes of many delinquents tend to be cluttered, ae T i 
hectic, noisy, and strife-torn, As soon as a predelinquent chi é 
mobile enough to exercise some choice in the matter, he may "MB 
choose to stay out of the home whenever he can. This deprives n 
parents of many opportunities to exercise socializing influence, mee 
places the child more strongly in the influence of any other — 
groups which happen to be available. In some sections of ma s. 
cities, the most easily available groups are unsupervised peer gme 

In the home, parents do most of the socializing. To fulfill 
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task, they must first of all be present. Broken homes are very com- 
mon in the histories of delinquents, but the circumstances impelling 
the breach must be considered along with the fact itself. Given 
adequate relationships with others, children can survive the death 
of a parent. They can even tolerate separation or divorce between 
the parents. But all too often relationships with others are not ade- 
quate in a broken home, and even if the relationship with one parent 
is satisfactory, the influence of the other is denied. Temporary ab- 
sences, as occur when mothers work, seldom have much ill effect, 
provided arrangements for adequate supervision are made. In the 
latter case, the fact of employment reflects a more basic fault in the 
emotional climate of the family. 

To serve well in the socialization of his children, a parent must 
possess characteristics which merit at least some measure of admira- 
tion and respect. If he is neither admirable nor respectable, he offers . 
an inadequate model for the behavior of his children, and his effect 
as a disciplinarian is limited. The parents of delinquents tend to be 
short-tempered, often discontented people themselves. They are 
not uncommonly in difficulty with the law, and are seldom said to 
have clear and vigorous moral values. It is entirely possible for a * 
Once-criminal parent to produce noncriminal children. But he must 
take a strong enough interest in his children to be a consistent and 
Concerned disciplinarian if he is to manage that. If he is cruel, neg- 
lecting, and criminal himself, the chances are overwhelming that his 
children will be delinquent. 


The decision of whether or not to commit a delinquent act depends 


in large part on anticipated emotional consequences of the behavior: 
of other people who might respond to the act. The expectancies are 
formed through a history of emotionally toned experiences with 
Others, so that their approval and disapproval take on some regula- 
tory meaning. That is to say, dependence and anxiety in reference 
to the responsive actions of others depend on the prior occurrence of 
Pleasure and pain in reference to those others. The affective char- 
acter of the parent-child relationship is therefore of prime signifi-v 
cance in determining the social motives which participate in the 
etermination of delinquency. Delinquents say their parents care 
little for them, and they are probably correct. To single out this 
Consideration for the exclusive emphasis assigned to it by Bowlby 


and some others is probably overstating the point, but the impor- 
tance of parental affection, and the serious consequences of its lack, 
` cannot be denied. It is becoming ever more clear that the affectional 

and other attitudes of both parents are important, not just those of 
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the mother, no matter what prevailing theory might suggest or how 
convenient it may be to study housewives. 

The development of stable behavior tendencies depends on the 
intensity and consistency with which emotionally effective rewards 
and punishments are administered. Excessively harsh treatment, 
especially if unaccompanied by generally affectionate acceptance, 
ordinarily arouses resentment, and this reduces the effectiveness of 
discipline. Excessive leniency is tantamount to neglect. The regula- 
tory emotional expectancies are never established. There is ample 
empirical support for the predictable specific in the families of delin- 
quents: the parents are indeed prone to extremes of severity and 
laxity, or to erratic alternation between the two. Vigorously punitive 
discipline, if consistently applied by both parents, is associated with 
a low crime rate, though it may be associated with some other less 
desirable characteristics as well. 

The role of particular techniques of discipline in contributing to 
delinquency-proneness is not entirely clear. The parents of delin- 
quents are somewhat more disposed to use more physical punish- 
ment and less praise and reasoning, but this could be an effect as 
much as a cause, or an incidental concomitant of associated variables, 
such as hostility and encouragement of aggression. There is some 
reason to believe, however, that the use of physically aggressive 
forms of discipline contributes to the development of aggression 19 
the child through frustration effects and/or modeling. Whiting and 
Child’s hypothesis concerning love-oriented and physical-materla 4 
oriented discipline has not been supported in studies of delinquents: 

~ However, studies of normal children suggest that positive love 
oriented methods (praise and reasoning ), which are typically accom 
panied by a warm relation to the child, are rather consistently ass 
ciated with signs of conscience development, whereas the negative 
love-oriented methods (withdrawal of love, disapproval) are effec- 
tive only when used by warm parents. Thus; there is reason tO 
believe that with a better differentiation of classes of discipline, a 
with greater attention to their interaction with other parent vari- 
ables, techniques of discipline may yet be demonstrated to play ê 
role in the development of delinquent-prone children. 


Directions for Research 


Some of the most pressing needs for further study are perfectly 
clear. There is a great need, first, for prospective research. It} 
much more convenient and a good deal cheaper to examine delin 
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quent backgrounds retrospectively, but retrospective accounts are 
inevitably subject to distortion, and their interpretation must be 
made with more than the usual amount of caution. When the years 
have passed and delinquents have been formally identified, the 
chances for distortion become enormous. Whether or not serious 
distortions actually occur is of less methodological importance than 
the fact that they can occur, and neither the investigator nor the 
reader of his report has any way of telling. 

Surely the best prospective study in the literature is that done by 
McCord, McCord, and Zola (1959). But this was pure gratuity from 
a project addressed originally to other issues. If the yield of causal 
information from a study designed as an experiment in treatment 
can be as rich as all that, it seems reasonable to suppose that a pros- 
pective study specifically and planfully directed to the investigation 
of family interaction and delinquency would be still more fruitful. 

A second need is for research of expanded scope. Delinquency is 
a complex phenomenon, complexly determined, and some of the 
questions about it cannot be answered in narrow investigations. 
Only through very comprehensive multivariate research can the 
critical interactions be explored and the organization of determina- 
tive influences examined. The Guecks’ latest report (1962) repre- 
Sents a step in this direction, but not even the Gluecks took a very 
large number of possibly relevant variables into account, and there 
is a need for continual expansion of scope as research proceeds. 

A third clear need is for refinement of the concept of delinquency. 
Election to study so heterogeneous a variable as “delinquency” does 
not constitute a methodological error. In principle, behavior can 

e abstracted and examined at any level. It is a question of fruitful- 
hess, And it becomes continually more obvious that the study of so 

iffuse a variable as delinquency is offering rather limited return. 
We must know more than we do of the functional and situational 
characteristics involved in delinquency before we can understand 

elinquency itself. Bandura and Walters (1959) chose to study ag- 
gression rather than delinquency. This was wise. Aggression can be 
defined behaviorally with fair precision; delinquency cannot. But 
delinquency, of course, involves more than aggression. There is 
need for parallel study of family influences on such intrapersonal 


tendencies as guilt-proneness, such interpersonal variables as parent 
and peer affiliations, and such other parameters as theory and em- 
e do have an increasing amount of 


pirical data may implicate. And w un 
evidence that both delinquency and delinquents can be subdivided 
along dimensional lines. It is beginning to appear, In fact, that the 
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most rapid improvement in our understanding of re cee 
come to pass if we de-emphasize the frontal assault on de pe ies K 
itself, and deploy more energy skill and money to the stu y ol 
various processes related to delinquency—characteristics like aggr 2 
sion, for instance, and such processes as socialization. Once we ha i 
refined the concept of delinquency, and further examined ae, 
its elements, it may be possible to return in greater ee or 
breadth to an improved comprehension of delinquency itself, 
the influence of the family in producing or preventing it. mie 
These are our prejudices for further study. But en hr 
problem of great social and political importance, support for En 
vestigation is bountiful now, and investigators will no doubt er rn 
to study it in many ways, at many levels, from many points of view. 
That is as it should be, 
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Intellectual Functioning 
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INTRODUCTION 


A ; -i d in- 
Th QUESTION of the relationship between juvenile crime an 


-oversial 
tellectual characteristics of the offender has a long and acne 
history. The role attributed to various intellectual traits in t S ai 
tion of crime has been the focus of serious concern among rd, at 
ogists and students of social deviance since long before the a = rests 
tests to measure intelligence. The introduction of intelligence 


> in this 
in the early part of this century generated even more interest in 
issue, and within a few sh 


findings on the intelligenc 
indicated an abnormally 


‘ f s ; ; sub- 
juvenile offenders, and, in Consequence, many investigators 
scribed to the predomin i 


vise previous concepti ore 
phenomena, Intelligence, as an index to social adjustment, or, ™ 
Specifically, the abili 


2: al 
ty to behave in accord with prevailing lee 
Standards, was, by no means, as simple and clear an issue as 
been stated earlier, 


. . . . * s j ct 

The relationship of intelligence and delinquency is still the ace oe 

of some dispute, but the issues of controversy today differ from t = as 
Prevailing prior to and shortly after the first scientific investigati 
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into the subject. The developments which have led to the gradual 
acceptance of the present views are inextricably bound to an im- 
proved understanding of juvenile delinquency, better instruments 
to test intelligence, and advances in the methodology of social sci- 
ence research. It is the purpose of this chapter (1) to review the 
various lines of evidence in past and current research on intellectual 
functioning of juvenile delinquents, (2) to critically appraise this 
body of knowledge in terms of methodological and other considera- 
tions, and (3) to discuss the implications of this appraisal in terms 
of theoretical concerns and future research. 


HıstorıcaL BACKGROUND 


Because of its importance in past theories of criminal behavior, a 
discussion of intelligence in juvenile crime requires at least some 
comment on the historical origin of the issues involved. During the 


eighteenth century, the classical school of criminology held that 
having as he rationally 


man was a free moral agent capable of be 
chose to behave, regardless of his past experience and present cir- 
cumstance, Failure to behave within legal expectations was viewed 
as the consequence of a defect in man’s rational abilities which 
prevented him from distinguishing right from wrong. In this sense, 
the power of rationality was viewed as the primary source of moral 
discrimination and behavioral control required for social comformity. 

The neoclassic school of criminology of the latter half of the nine- 
teenth century broke with the tradition of the classic school by main- 
taining that man was not entirely a free moral agent but was largely 
a product of heredity. Those holding this view, nevertheless, showed 
a similar disregard for the consequences of adverse environmental 
circumstances upon those aspects of mental development that we 
TOW know to have serious social implications. This biological, non- 
interactional point of view, growing out of the discoveries of Darwin 
and Mendel, represented the view that the criminal offender was a 
throwback to man’s beginnings—an atavistic moral idiot born into a 
society in which he was biologically unequipped to function re- 
sponsibly. Lombroso (1890), the leading exponent of this position, 
devoted his attention to the identification of physical correlates of 
these inborn and unalterable criminal traits, and, while he did not 
80 into great detail in describing genotypic characteristics, it appears 
rather certain that he considered low mentality of fundamental 
importance in the atavistic syndrome. Somewhat later, Goring 
(1913) largely disproved that recognizable physical “stigmata” were 
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distributed differentially in the criminal and nonincarcerated popi 
ulations. He did, however, concur with Lombroso that inborn pe “ 
defects were the prime determinants of criminal behavior Ke hoa 
cifically recognized mental deficiency as its chief cause. nn a 
criminal was thought to lack the necessary mental capacity eae 
the social values of his culture, and was unable to see ei T kan 
consequences of his actions or to learn from corrective Lia aa 
rience,’ Goring based this belief on the finding of prison paye ny T0 
who, using a medical diagnosis of mental deficiency, a Er ne 
per cent of the incarcerated offenders were mentally peg 
contrast to a 4.6 per cent estimate for the general reese ae 
social irresponsibility expressed by juvenile and adult offenc a jo 
believed to be the consequence of a mental defect due entirely 
redity. o . 
E holding this rather fatalistic view of the ge d 
defective offender were unequipped to verify their assump _ 
empirically until scientific means were developed for assessing EA 
telligence. Thus, when Goddard became aware of Binet s Au 
in France to test intelligence, he welcomed the opportunity to ie 
dertake a study of delinquents’ performance on intelligence tests a 
an attempt to resolve the issue. Using his own literal translation 4 
Binet’s limited and crude instruments, Goddard tested incarcerate 
delinquents around 1912 and found results that suited his hopes Je 
expectations. Finding 50 per cent of the delinquents tested o i 
feeble-minded, Goddard (1912) was led to assert dogmatically a 
mental deficiency ‚was the chief cause of antisocial behavior. Go ; 
dard became the foremost proponent of the psychological school e 
criminology, maintaining that low intelligence was the major Ta 
of unlawful behavior, and, like his predecessors, he believed a 
intelligence was genetically determined and not subject to the in 
fluence of social inequalities or environmental adversities. 450 
Since the time of Goddard's investigations, approximately A 
separate studies on the intelligence of juvenile delinquents have | oot 
published. It seems probable that no other single ee = 
the juvenile delinquent has been so thoroughly studied. Still, ar 
investigations have not provided conclusive evidence of the ro 
intelligence plays in juvenile delinquency. his 
It would be impossible and beyond the immediate purposes of t er 
chapter to discuss all the studies bearing directly on the relation a 
intelligence to delinquency. Further source material, however, 15 
available for extended reading. An extensive summary of early ie 
search, published up to the year 1929 on the relationship betweer 
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morality and intelligence, is presented in a major monograph on the 
subject by Clara Chassell (1935). The section of this work more 
directly concerned with delinquency and intelligence has been pub- 
lished recently by the Psychological Service Center (Cook, 1961). 
Numerous accounts of other research can be found in an annotated 
bibliography by Cabot (1946) which covers 970 articles on delin- 
quency appearing between 1914 and 1944. In addition to the work 
already cited, general surveys of the issues and findings on this sub- 
ject as well as extensive bibliographies are provided in Metfessel 
and Lovell (1942), Shulman ( 1951), and Woodward (1955). 

Many aspects of the relationship between intelligence and juvenile 
delinquency have been discussed in the scientific literature. In the 
present discussion, however, special attention will be addressed to the 
quantitative and qualitative intellectual characteristics of the juve- 
nile delinquent. The relationship of intelligence to such issues as 
the choice of offense and recidivism will be treated only in passing. 
It is felt that while these aspects of the problem are important in 
their own right, it is also true that the nature of the conclusions to 
be drawn from an examination of the larger issues apply equally 


well to these more special concerns. 


JUVENILE DELINQUENCY AND GENERAL LEVEL OF INTELLIGENCE 


Early research on the intelligence of delinquents, although varying 
to some extent, generally yielded a mean IQ score of the delinquent 
that was from 15 to 20 points below that of the general population. 
Also, the incidence of delinquents classified as mentally deficient 
was five to ten times greater than that for the general population. 
Thus, it appeared that the delinquents were significantly duller than 


the general population. , i 
Chassell (1935) reported twenty-four separate instances of com- 
parisons of feeble-mindedness in delinquent and nondelinquent 
samples for the period of 1913 to 1926. In twenty-two of these > 
stances the percentage of feeble-minded cases was higher in the 
delinquent sample. Sutherland (1931) surveyed 340 or 
Ports of 150,000 delinquent and adult offender IQ's from 
through 1928 and similarly reported an unusually high percentage 
of juvenile delinquents classified as feeble-minded. He noted, how- 
ever, that the percentages of delinquents classified as feeble-minded 
Were not uniform over the years. During the period from 1910 to 
1914, in keeping with Goddard’s findings, Sutherland noted that 
approximately 50 per cent of the delinquents were classified as 
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mentally deficient in contrast to an average of 20 per cent for the 
period from 1925 to 1928. Better sampling and testing procedures 
are offered as explanations for this decreased percentage of delin- 
quents falling in the feeble-minded classification. 

The following mean IQ’s were typical for early studies of delin- 
quent samples: Snyder (1931), 71; Bean (1931); 82; and McClure 
(1933), 80. The following were typical of the percentage of mental 
defectives in such samples: Merrill (1925), 23 per cent; Rogers and 
Austin (1934), 13 per cent; and Glueck (1934), 13.1 per cent. The 
samples studied in these reports were either from court or correc- 
tional school populations and were tested with the 1916 Stanford- 
Binet Intelligence Scale. Lane and Witty (1935), however, using 
group rather than individually administered tests of intelligence, 
found somewhat higher IQ’s. These authors reported that 700 male 
delinquents examined with the Otis Test of Mental Abilities achieved 
a mean IQ of 88 with only 10 per cent of the cases falling in the 
mentally deficient range. 

More recent studies have repeatedly shown a higher mean IQ for 
delinquent samples than was true in the past. Merrill (1947) re- 
ported the mean IQ of 500 court cases tested with the 1937 Revised 
Binet as 92.5. The Gluecks (1950), using the Wechsler-Bellevue 
Intelligence Scale, found a mean IQ of 92.4 for 500 institutionalized 
males. Siebert (1962) reported the Otis IQ (all forms) of 8003 court 
cases at 91.4. Therefore, it appears that the most recent evidence, 
based on a variety of intelligence tests, consistently reveals a differ- 
ence of about 8 points between the mean IQ’s of delinquent and 
general population samples, 

This 8-point difference does not, however, mean that delinquents 
are significantly inferior in intelligence to nondelinquents. It simply 
means that the delinquent samples under investigation tested lower 
than the random samples used in standardizing the test norms. Com- 
paratively speaking, the standardization samples represent a rela- 
tively high socioeconomic group in comparison with the low socio- 
economic status groups from which delinquent samples are derived. 
Since cultural factors are known to play a significant role in de- 
termining intelligence test performance (Neff, 1938; Jones, 1946), it 
would seem essential that local norms be used before accepting what 
might appear to be a first class relationship between delinquency 
and intelligence. 

Two studies in particular underline the importance of taking 
cultural factors into consideration when making comparative anal- 
yses of intelligence between delinquent samples and nondelinquent 
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controls. Maller (1937) examined the intelligence test results from 
New York City schools and compared these data for each school with 
the delinquency rate for the area in which the school was situated. 
The findings indicated that intelligence test results and delinquency 
rates were negatively related throughout the various areas of the 
city. On the basis of these findings, Maller concluded that cultural 
and social conditions that characterized the high delinquency areas 
had an adverse effect upon the intellectual development of not only 
the delinquents, but also of all children residing in such areas. Sim- 
ilarly, Lichtenstein and Brown (1938), in a study of 658 grade school 
children living in a high delinquency area of Chicago, found a mean 
Kuhlman-Anderson IQ of 90.6 with slightly less than 10 per cent of 
the sample falling below an IQ of 70. These authors concluded 
that a high percentage of lower IQ children is typical in the areas 
from which delinquents come; they also warned of the dangers in 
drawing conclusions that delinquents are excessively low in intel- 
ligence unless such data were based upon comparative studies of 
children with similar socioeconomic backgrounds. 
In this connection, some early investigators had already begun 
to employ matching procedures to control for cultural factors. Burt 
(1929) matched delinquent and nondelinquent controls for both age 
and social class and reported a higher incidence of mental deficiency 
among the delinquents (7.8 per cent and 1.2 per cent). Backer, 
Decker, and Hill (1929) matched delinquents and nondelinquents 
for age, nationality, and neighborhood and found intelligence scores 
on an unnamed test revealed only a small difference between groups. 
Glueck (1935) compared the Stanford-Binet findings of 100 juvenile 
court clinic cases and 3638 school children from roughly approxi- 
mated social backgrounds. The results from this study revealed that, 
while the school children deviated somewhat lower than the ex- 
pected norms based on the general population sample, the oein 
quents still trailed even farther behind. Similar results were teported 
by Charles (1936), who attempted to control for both race an 
socioeconomic level in a study of 176 Negro and 352 white reform 
school boys. Charles matched his delinquent subjects with two 
groups of 172 public school boys for race, age, and approximate 
social economic status. For both races, the public school boys were 
found to be superior to the reform school boys in intelligence as 
measured by the Kuhlman-Anderson Intelligence Scale. l 
In a number of other studies, even more precise attempts were 
made to control those external conditions not necessarily provided 
for by neighborhood matching alone. Shulman (1931), using 
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twenty-eight sibling pairs, found a mean difference of 11 IQ points 
in favor of the nondelinquents. Ackerly (1933), however, tested 
a sample of thirty matched pairs of delinquent and nondelinquent 
siblings and found no appreciable difference between the two groups. 
Healy and Bronner (1936), ina well-planned and controlled study, 
reported the 1916 Stanford-Binet intelligence results of 105 pairs of 
delinquent and nondelinquent siblings as follows: 110 IQ and above, 
13 per cent and 17 per cent; 90-110 IQ, 52 per cent and 57 per cent; 
72-90 IQ, 31 per cent and 23 per cent; 71 IQ and below, 3 per cent 
for both groups. These children were matched for age and sex, but 
known mental deficients were excluded from the delinquent group. 
Thus, the 3 per cent of delinquents reported in the 71 IQ and below 
category may be an underestimation of mentally deficient children 
who were apprehended for juvenile offenses. 

Despite conflicting evidence on quantitative differences in mental 
capacity between delinquents and nondelinquents, those who have 
examined the research in the field generally tend to agree on the 
implication of the findings. The general conclusion reached is that, 
Once proper care is taken to consider the various sources of bias, 
there is either no difference or that the difference in favor of the 
control groups is so small as to be of theoretical interest only. Rouke 
(1950) maintained that the plotted intelligence distributions of 
delinquents and nondelinquents were superimposed. Woodward 
(1955) comments that studies carried out in both the United States 
and England generally yielded about an 8-point difference which 
could be explained on the basis of sampling errors. Woodward con- 
cludes that “. . . low intelligence plays little or no part in delin- 
quency” (p. 300). Bloch and Flynn (1956) state that “. . . delin- 
quents, by and large, do not differ radically in intellectual capacity 
from nondelinquent children coming from the same social and eco- 
nomic environments . . .” (p. 115). Others have suggested a signifi- 
cant but slight difference (Tappan, 1949; Reckless, 1950; Shulman, 


1950). In their review, Metfessel and Lovell (1942) found the data 
to be inconclusive, 


Quatirativ E Di FFERENCES 


The intelligence test most extensively used to study the quantita- 
tive differences between delinquents and nondelinquents was the 
1916 Stanford-Binet. However, this test provided no means of in- 
dependently assessing the various mental functions which the test 
items were presumed to measure. The test yielded a single index of 
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relative intellectual rank on the basis of a composite of test items 
welded together into a single instrument. Yet, the need to isolate 
specific intellectual abilities for study, in addition to the organization 
of these abilities, was evident for at least two reasons: (1) a single 
index of intelligence, such as an IQ, obscures the individual com- 
ponent abilities which are combined in the index score. Thus, two 
individuals having the same relative IQ status may differ radically 
in terms of their individual strengths and weaknesses on specific 
mental abilities. (2) Psychological research, after the appearance 
of the first intelligence tests, revealed that specific intellectual abil- 
ities were differentially related to certain personality traits. 


The Wechsler-Bellevue Intelligence Scale 


The Wechsler-Bellevue Intelligence Scale was introduced in 1939 


and provided a means of assessing a subject's “global” intelligence 
as well as component abilities and their relationships. The test was 
hs and weaknesses of the 


designed to examine the relative strengt 
various intellectual abilities and to provide diagnostic signs of par- 
ticular clinical characteristics as manifested in the different patterns 
of intellectual functioning. Since much of the research on qualita- 
tive intellectual functioning among juvenile delinquents has been 
carried out with the Wechsler test, the following description may be 
helpful in interpreting the results from these investigations. 

The scale is composed of eleven subtests and was constructed so 
that each subtest yielded a score which, when combined with certain 
other subtest scores, provided a Verbal IQ, a Performance IQ, and 
a Full Scale IQ. The set of subtests used in deriving the V erbal IQ 
is composed of Information, Comprehension, Digit Span, Arithmetic 
Reasoning, Similarities, and Vocabulary. The subtests making up the 
Performance subdivision are Picture Arrangement, Picture Comple- 
tion, Block Design, Object ‘Assembly, and Digit Symbol. The sum 
of the scores of all subtests, weighted for the subject’s age, yields 


the Full Scale IQ which indicates a relative rank on the over-all test 


performance. 7 , 
In brief, the Information subtest measures the range of a mans 
andling of the 


knowledge” (Wechsler, 1944, p- 78). Successful h 
BE bleu de E a the extent of learned facts the 


items in this subtest depends upor 

person has acquired and, to a large extent, is dependent upon formal 
education. The Comprehension subtest is essentially a series of 
common-sense items. Practical situations 2° presented, and the 
subject is asked what he would do if faced with such a situation. The 
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Similarities subtest involved handling verbal analogy-type items and 
measures the subject's ability to conceptualize relationships and to 
verbalize the qualities of these abstract relationships. Digit Span 
requires the subject to repeat a series of from 2 to 6 digits and is 
primarily a test of immediate recall or attention span. The Arith- 
metic Reasoning subtest contains problems requiring a progression 
from simple to more complex arithmetic manipulation for their solu- 
tion. The Vocabulary subtest requires the subject to define the 
meaning of words graded from rather easy to the more difficult. The 
Picture Arrangement subtest requires the subject to arrange a series 
of cartoon-like pictures into a logical sequential order and is, to some 
degree, a measure of the subject’s ability to deal with simulated 
social situations. The Picture Completion subtest requires the sub- 
ject to relate “what is missing” in a series of separate pictures and, 
according to Wechsler, measures the ability “to differentiate essential 
from nonessential details” (p. 91). The Block Design subtest re- 
quires the subject to organize a series of randomly presented blocks 
into an abstract design pictured for him on a card. The handling of 
this subtest requires visual-motor coordination and perceptual skills. 
Wechsler (p. 92) states that this subtest measures the subject’s abil- 
ity to synthesize and analyze problems, The Object Assembly sub- 
test requires the ordering together of jigsaw-type puzzles and, ac- 
cording to Wechsler, tests the subject’s ability to order a series of 
Separated parts into unified and familiar configuration. The Digit 
Symbol subtest is a visual-motor test which requires the subject to 
relate a series of symbols to corresponding numbers and is generally 
considered to be a measure of flexibility in a new learning task. 

Subsequent factor analytic studies of the Wechsler Intelligence 
Scale have shown that it measures types of intellectual abilities 
somewhat different from those assumed by Wechsler, Also, these 
factorially separated mental abilities are not exactly congruent with 
the subtest divisions as ordered by Wechsler. Nevertheless, the 
Wechsler-Bellevue Intelligence Scale, and its subsequent forms, have 
proved to be reliable and remain exceedingly useful clinical tools for 
studying intelligence and related personality factors. 

Wechsler (1944) used clinical groups as well as a general popula- 
tion sample to test the diagnostic value of his instrument and found 
that certain types of clinically classed subjects, in fact, did have 
distinguishable subtest patterns. Other investigators corroborated 
these findings in general, and have extended and adapted the use 
er analysis for widespread diagnostic purposes. 
One of the clinical groups studied by Wechsler was adolescent psy- 
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chopaths, a group roughly fitting the more stereotypic image of 
delinquent-type youth. These adolescents were found to have three 
outstanding subtest scatter diagnostic signs which distinguished 
them from normal adolescents. 

The first and most outstanding sign noted by Wechsler was that 
these subjects, in almost all cases, obtained a Performance IQ supe- 
rior to their Verbal IQ. This finding is not surprising, however. It 
had been known for some time prior to Wechsler’s study that delin- 
quents suffered from a retardation in those verbal skills dependent 
upon academic achievement but evidenced a reasonable mastery of 
psychomotor or mechanical skills, e.g., Slawson (1926), Babcock 
(1932), Glanville (1937), and Bijou (1942). According to Shulman 
(1951), such findings gave early impetus to the vocational and trade 
school movement in this country. ; 

A second diagnostic sign noted by Wechsler was that in nearly all 
cases the sum of the Object Assembly plus the Picture Arrangement 
subtests was greater than the sum of the Block Design plus the 
Picture Completion subtests. Thus, within the battery of Perform- 
ance subtests, the subjects tended to do better on items requiring 
visual-motor coordination and social understanding than on subtests 
involving perceptual and analytical abilities in addition to visual- 
motor coordination. 

The third sign noted by Wechsler was a subtest scatter age 
peculiar to the psychopathic adolescents. That is, the paren o 
relative strength and weakness among the subtest scores 0 “ o. es- 
cent psychopaths revealed an intellectual organization or a pe 
tion of abilities which significantly differed from that o. normal 
adolescents. The scatter pattern position of each subtest is measure 
by its standard score deviation, with the Full Scale IQasar eference 
point. The particular pattern of scatter which ——, the 
adolescent psychopaths, in effect, includes the be is woe 
already noted, but also takes ae ene Een subtle differences 
in t ition of all subtest scores. DR 

na TO) focused directly on the gun nn 
of intelligence by matching 500 delinquents and 500 non e inguenfs 
on the basis of socioeconomic status, race, age, ee e 
measurement, and the Wechsler Full Scale IQ scores. i i y 
machin For Ful Se 1, eee u sa 

ortunity for isolating qualitative ifferences 
=, The ee IQ’s were about equal for os two Poe 
but the Verbal IQ was significantly less for the de oe oT 
(88.56 and 92). The most notable difference resulted from the sig- 
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nificantly poorer performance by delinquents on the Information 
and Digit Symbol subtests. The nondelinquents were slightly supe- 
rior on the Comprehension and Vocabulary subtests, but fell below 
the delinquents on Block Design and Object Assembly. The two 
groups were equal on the Similarities subtest. The results obtained 
from the Wechsler analysis, in addition to certain Rorschach re- 
sponses, led the Gluecks to the following conclusions regarding the 
intelligence of delinquents: (1) they more often failed to approach 
problems methodically, (2) they were more concrete and direct in 
their approach to intellectual tasks, and (3) they showed greater 
variability in their intelligence. 

Although this investigation represents one of the most extensive 
and direct attempts to study the question of qualitative intellectual 
differences between delinquents and nondelinquents, it is still open 
to serious criticism. At least two comments seem appropriate at this 
point aside from the broader methodological considerations to be 
discussed later in this chapter. First, by equating the over-all level 
of general intelligence for both groups, the investigators necessarily 
limit the generalizations that can be made about intratest differences 
between delinquents and nondelinquents outside of the intellectual 
range to which this study was restricted. Performance items are 
more heavily weighted at the lower intellectual levels and Verbal 
items more heavily weighted at the upper intellectual levels on the 
Wechsler Scale, Therefore, a study of the ratio of Verbal to Perform- 
ance IQ’s at each intelligence level, extending from the lower through 
the upper levels, would be necessary to determine if the findings in 
this study can be applied to delinquents in general. Second, be- 
cause the two groups were matched for Full Scale IQ, it would seem 
that if significant differences were found between groups with 
respect to the Verbal IQ’s, then the Performance IQ’s could not be 
equal. That is to say, the Verbal and Performance IQ’s cannot vary 
independently of each other because the two groups were matched 
on Full Scale IQ’s which represent a weighted score derived exclu- 
sively from summing the Verbal and Performance subtest scores. 
One possible explanation for this result is that the Full Scale IQ’s 
ough to rule out the possibility that 
me degree, responsible for the differ- 
al and Performance subdivision vari- 

ale IQ's for the nondelinquent and de- 

linquent groups were 94.2 and 92.3. The corresponding Verbal and 
nd 98 for the nondelinquents and 88.7 
Although the small difference of less 
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than 4 IQ points on the Performance scale is slightly larger than the 
difference between the two groups on the Verbal scale, the fact re- 
mains that the difference in Performance scores is only about 1.5 1Q 
points greater than the discrepancy between the “matched” Full 
Scale IQs. It seems highly improbable that statistically significant 
differences in qualitative intellectual performance would have been 
obtained had Full Scale IQ’s of the subjects been more closely 
equated. 

Diller (1952), in a study of delinquent and nondelinquent girls, 
found Performance scores higher than the Verbal scores in fifty-six 
out of eighty cases of the delinquents, but found no significant dif- 
ferences between these parts of the scale for the nondelinquents. 
Also the Object Assembly plus Picture Arrangement results were 
greater than the Block Design plus Picture Completion totals in 
greater proportion among the delinquents. The subtest scatters were 
also found to distinguish the two samples, thereby substantiating all 
three Wechsler signs. 

The inferences drawn from this study should, however, be tem- 
pered by several facts which suggest the possibility that the variation 
between Diller’s delinquent and nondelinquent groups could have 
arisen as the result of failure to hold certain relevant factors con- 
stant. The mean Full Scale IQ of the nondelinquents was signifi- 
cantly higher than that of the delinquents (107.1 and 83.6). There- 
fore, the obtained qualitative differences may have been simply a 
function of the quantitative discrepancies between the samples 
studied since there is a differential weighting of Verbal and Per- 
formance items at the various IQ levels. But, even more serious, 
Diller’s controls were nursing school applicants who were older, bet- 
ter educated, and, undoubtedly, different from the institutionalized 
delinquent girls in many personality respects. Therefore, quite apart 
from the question of delinquency, these two groups differed in a 
number of important ways which could have accounted for the 
obtained differences in test performance. Nevertheless, the per- 
formance of the delinquent girls on the Wechsler-Bellevue Intelli- 
gence Scale was substantially in accord with Wechsler's predictions. 

Richardson and Surko (1956), using the Wechsler Intelligence 
Scale for Children (WISC) in a study of 105 court cases, found 
agreement with Wechsler regarding the differences between Per- 
formance and Verbal Scale IQ's, but did not corroborate his findings 
on scatter characteristics and proportionality on particular subtest 
ratios. The Full Scale IQ was found to be 88.4. Verbal and Per- 
formance Scale IQ’s were 87.0 and 92.4. These authors interpreted 
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their findings as indicating that delinquents tend to perform less 
satisfactorily on tasks which are most dependent on school learning 
or which require concentration and consistency of effort. They con- 
clude that “. . . the delinquent is not so much deficient in intellectual 
ability as in the utilization of his ability in school tasks” (p. 260). 

In an attempt to explain differences in Verbal and Performance 
IQ’s among delinquents on other than intellectual grounds, Bern- 
stein and Corsini (1953) tested the hypothesis that the particular 
test scatter pattern found among delinquent samples was a function 
of their adjustment to the test setting. They point out that delin- 
quents are ordinarily tested in an atmosphere of greater stress than 
that in which normal youth are tested. Delinquents, therefore, tend 
to perform poorly on the initial test items because of the stress-pro- 
ducing conditions under which they are tested. As the test continues, 
however, their adjustment to the tasks and requirements at hand 
increases, and, in consequence, they are increasingly more able to 
perform satisfactorily on subsequent test items. Because the Verbal 
items of the Wechsler Scale are presented before the Performance 
items, it was hypothesized that differences commonly found between 
these two subtest divisions among delinquents are a product of the 
adjustment pattern to the testing situation and the order of subtest 
presentation. 

Bernstein and Corsini tested two groups of institutionalized delin- 
quent girls of 100 each, presenting the test to the control group in 
the standard subtest sequence and to the experimental group in re- 
verse order. The test results of these two groups were compared and 
found to be almost identical, 

Eighty-three per cent of the control and 82 per cent of the experi- 
mental groups obtained Performance IQ’s greater than Verbal IQ’s. 
The sum of the Object Assembly plus the Picture Arrangement sub- 
tests was higher than the sum of the Block Design plus the Picture 
Completion subtests in 60 per cent of the control and 47 per cent of 
the experimental cases, The rank order correlation of the subtests 
between the two groups was .99. The obtained subtest rankings cor- 
related .70 with Wechsler’s predicted pattern, These results sub- 
stantiate Wechsler’s findings and rule out the possibility that the 
delinquents’ scatter pattern is an artifact due to the order of subtest 
presentation. 

A number of other studies have been undertaken to compare sub- 
test scatter patterns among delinquent samples and have yielded 
additional confirmatory evidence consistent with the differences 
noted by Wechsler, e.g., Franklin (1945), Altus and Clark (1949), 
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and Blank (1958). Other researchers have either failed to substan- 
tiate Wechsler’s predicted diagnostic signs, or have found differences 
between delinquents and nondelinquents too small for practical pur- 
poses, e.g., Sloan and Cutts (1945), Strother (1944),.and Foster 
(1959). 

While the results are not entirely conclusive with respect to some 
of the more subtle differences in subtest achievement among delin- 
quents, it appears that the tendency for delinquents to obtain higher 
Performance than Verbal IQ’s is recurrent even in those studies 
failing to corroborate other diagnostic signs. This does not, however, 
necessarily mean that certain children possess a particular configura- 
tion of intellectual strengths and weaknesses which would predispose 
them toward unlawful behavior. Not only juvenile delinquents but 
also most children in the lower socioeconomic class generally have 
been shown to perform rather poorly on verbal tests. Verbal skill, 
as measured by standard intelligence tests, tends to be highest among 
children in the upper socioeconomic classes (Eells et al., 1951; Janke 
and Havighurst, 1945). It is likely, therefore, that factors related to 
class differences could account, at least in part, for the weak Verbal 


1Q’s generally found among delinquent samples. 


The Porteus Maze Test 


Analogous in some respects to the investigations of differential 
qualitative analysis of intelligence using the Wechsler tests has rib 
similar research using the Porteus Maze Test. This test consists o: 
a series of printed line mazes of increasing degrees of ee ae 
through which the subject is required to negotiate using a pencil. 
has the advantage of being a nonlanguage performance test and, 
consequently, is less culture-bound than most other tests of intel 
gence. Test performance can be scored for both quantitative ( 
score) and qualitative (Q score) aspects of intellectual unctioning 
(Porteus, 1942, 1945a). The Q score is computed from certain en 
a subject makes in performing the test and has generally i ound 
to be negatively related to the degree of quantitative ac nn 
(i.e., T score). That is, as the number of errors contributing ihe he 
Q score increases, the T score tends to decrease. Further, a high Q 
score usually is indicative of higher performance (i.e., psychomotor ) 


than verbal abilities. 

Although various approaches are us 
the items included are almost always 
into the computation of the T score, e.g., 


ed in computing the Q score, 
“errors” which do not figure 
lifting the pencil, the 
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quality of the pencil line (waviness, heaviness), and permissible 
self-corrections. Porteus (1945b ) explains the performance of delin- 
quent subjects as follows: 


The typical delinquent response is marked by careless, haphazard work, per- 
sistent disregard of instructions, and satisfaction with an inferior grade of execu- 
tion of poor workmanship in the task. He does not, of course, know that his 
effort is being scored in these particulars, and concentrates all his attention on 
finding his way through the maze; thus, in many cases he gains a good quanti- 
tative score. It is when the delinquent is off guard that his habitual reactions 
are exhibited without check. It should be emphasized, however, that this is 
not true of all delinquents, some of whom are as meticulous in performance as 
any nondelinquent (p. 269). 


The following table from Gibbens (1958, p. 211) is a summary of 
earlier work as well as the results of his own investigation (“Present 
study”) on the Q score characteristics of delinquents and nondelin- 
quents: 


TABLE 4-1. MEAN Q Scores 


Delinquents Nondelinquents 
N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. 
POES een 100 49 25 100 22 13 
Watehth « cosa anne 54 49 28 = = = 
(2 7) rn ens 60 56 29 _ = = 
PONES gar acer een 50 48 22 179 19 18 
Docter-and Winder ....... 60 47 26 60 25 20 
Present study assis caerau 191 35 22, 52 14 11 


Table 4-1 reveals that the Q scores of delinquents is consistently 
high—about double that of the nondelinquents when such compari- 
sons were made. Relatively similar findings have been reported by 
Fooks and Thomas (1957), who found a Q score difference signifi- 
cant beyond the .001 level of confidence between fifty delinquent 
and fifty nondelinquent subjects, 

In the study by Gibbens (1958), 200 delinquents, aged 16-21, 
committed to Borstal training by English courts were compared on 
Porteus Maze Q Test scores with a control group composed of fifty- 
two boys from similar backgrounds, aged 16-18. The controls were 
considered to be either nondelinquent or at least “unlikely to be 
seriously delinquent.” Actually twenty-two members of the control 
group admitted having had experienced at least some trouble with 
the law, and eighteen admitted having engaged in “petty thieving.” 

The delinquent and control groups differed significantly on Q 
scores based upon nine separate qualitative errors. This difference 
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remained significant at the same level even after thirty-eight of the 
Borstal boys were dropped from the delinquent sample so as to 
equalize the T scores of the two groups under study. The average Q 
scores of the remaining 162 delinquent and fifty-two controls were 
36.6 and 14. This difference was found significant beyond the .01 
level of confidence using the Critical Ratio statistic. 

The studies employing the Q score of the Porteus Maze Test have 
consistently revealed highly reliable differences between delinquents 
and nondelinquents. In the case of Gibbens’ study, wide differences 
were found even between a mildly delinquent control group and a 
group of more serious offenders. In short, the Q score does appear 
to distinguish delinquents from nondelinquents, but whether or not 
this implies a difference in the purely qualitative aspects of intellec- 
tual functioning is indeterminant on the basis of available research. 
It appears more likely that the Q score is indicative of emotional 
factors that affect specific intellectual abilities rather than of intel- 


lectual skills per se. 


Basic METHODOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS 


evaluate the research carried out on delin- 


quency and intelligence, it is necessary to examine some of the more 
basic methodological assumptions underlying most of the studies 
addressed to this problem and to determine if the requisites neces- 
sary for accurate interpretation have been met. Both intelligence 
and juvenile delinquency are highly complex phenomena requiring 
serious methodological consideration if they are to be studied prop- 
erly, The investigation of the relationship between these phenomena 
poses an even more complex problem. In addition to a thorough 
understanding of each phenomenon, @ carefully planned research 
procedure is needed that will permit the emergence of their relation- 
ship free of bias and contamination which may otherwise yield 
spurious results; this is of special importance if, as in the present 
instance, an assumption of causality is involved. 

The elementary methodological requirements in research of the 
type reported on here is to define the major variables and then to 
select samples that would permit opportunity to measure the effects 
and relationship of these variables. The major variables under con- 
sideration here are “delinquency” (criterion variable) and intelli- 
gence (test variable). Ideally, we would like to have two groups of 


subjects under study who do not resemble each other with respect 


to the criterion variable, but who are otherwise alike. If, under these 


In order to properly 
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conditions, concomitant variation is found to exist between the 
principal variables, then a basis would exist for presuming a relation- 
ship between their conceptual counterparts. Otherwise, differences 
in the intelligence of delinquent and nondelinquent groups may be 
due to the unequal distribution between the two samples on factors 
whose relation to “delinquency” may not be under investigation. 
Such ideal conditions, however, seldom are achieved in social re- 
search. Nevertheless, statistical procedures are available which can 
determine concomitance between variables under even less than 
ideal conditions if the distribution and values of all pertinent vari- 
ables are at least known for both the delinquent (experimental) and 
nondelinquent (control) samples. This is really a question of sam- 
pling-the problem of obtaining representative samples of delin- 


quents and nondelinquents while all other critical factors are held 
constant. 


The Use of Test Norms as C omparison Controls 


The early studies of quantitative difference between delinquents 
and nondelinquents involved comparing the IQ’s of a delinquent 
sample with the distribution of IQ's derived from a general popula- 
tion sample presented in the form of test norms, When the IQ 
achievements of a delinquent sample were found to be recognizably 
lower than that of the test standardization group, this difference was 
often interpreted as indicating that low intelligence was an exclusive 
or predominant characteristic of youth with a predilection for be- 
havior. 

There appears to be a peculiar circularity in the logic which inves- 
tigators apply to establish a relationship between low intelligence 
and delinquency when test norms are used as a basis for such proof. 
Under such conditions, the distribution of the test variable or IQ is 
known for both the experimental and the control groups. The delin- 
quents’ IQ’s generally are found to cluster at the lower end of the 
scale representing the total distribution or relative ordering of IQ's 
in the general population. However, the empirical value for the 
criterion variable, “delinquency,” is known only for the delinquent 
group. Yet, when a high percentage of the delinquents do poorly on 
the IQ tests, investigators imply a causal relationship between the 
criterion and test variables. The implicit assumption behind such 
an interpretation is that those cases in the test standardization 
sample which are dissimilar in intelligence to the delinquents are 
also dissimilar in “delinquency.” In turn, this assumption is used as 
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if it were an inductive fact to substantiate a relationship between 
intelligence and delinquency. 

Furthermore, even if it were possible to demonstrate conclusively 
that all delinquents were categorically mentally deficient, such a 
finding would be striking, but not as informative as it might appear; 
it would have only limited etiological or predictive significance. 
Knowing a child was delinquent, we could predict his intelligence, 
but knowing a child was mentally deficient would not necessarily 
mean he was also delinquent. Predicting A from B may be a very 
different matter from predicting B from A, unless the relationship 
between A and B is known to be symmetric. If, for example, all 
delinquents were mentally deficient and all mentally deficients were 
delinquents, then it would appear that mental deficiency may well 
be a necessary and sufficient condition for delinquency. If, on the 
other hand, all delinquents were found to be mentally deficient and 
only a small percentage of mentally deficients were delinquent, then 
it would appear that mental deficiency was a necessary but not a 
sufficient condition in the causal determination of delinquency. 

The main point to be made is that a comparison control sample 
having an empirically known criterion value is indispensable if gen- 
eralizations are to be made to children other than those in the experi- 
mental sample under immediate study. The delinquent samples 
employed in almost all studies constitute nonrandom, specific sam- 
ples, and any generalization of the attributes of such samples toa 
larger and general population sample would be exceedingly risky 
business, 


Another source of ambiguity closely allied to the use of test norms 


is found in the procedure involved in deriving a test score criterion 
for designating mental deficiency. During the years shortly after the 
introduction of intelligence tests, one means commonly at 
was to derive empirically a criterion score by testing subjects already 
committed to institutions for the mentally defective and then to use 
their top scores to designate the upper limit for the mental deficiency 
classification. Any score below the criterion status of the best per- 
forming institutionalized defectives was considered to be indicative 


of mental deficiency. 

In this poms N Zeleny (1933) re-examined 163 of the papers 
reported by Sutherland and concluded that the reported percentages 
of mental defectives varied with the individual standards for mental 
deficiency of the various investigators. When a common standard 
was applied to these study data, Zeleny found the ratio of mental 
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deficients in delinquent samples to that of the general population as 
only 1.26 to 1.00. 


Matched Controls 


The primary purpose of using matched controls is to isolate the 
major variables related to a hypothesis being tested while holding all 
other variables of probable relevance constant, This is done through 
the use of a selective sampling procedure that controls for the “ran- 
domness” of those variables other than the criterion variable used to 
distinguish the experimental and control samples. In many investi- 
gations control groups were used to reduce systematic biases which 
might exert an inimical influence on intelligence test performance of 
the particular delinquent samples studied. Generally, this was done 
by selecting pairs of children who, presumably, resembled each 
other closely with respect to personal and situational characteristics, 
but who differed with respect to delinquent behavior. Thus, syste- 
matic and known variation of all pertinent factors other than “delin- 
quency” was assumed to be similar for both samples. Under such 
conditions any observed differences in intelligence between these 
samples could be attributed to the one factor permitted to vary, i.e. 
“delinquency.” 

The matching of samples for controls confronts the investigator 
with great practical difficulties that complicated the advantages of 
this approach in most social research. Selection of matching vari- 
ables must be determined by factors which have a known or po- 
tentional effect upon intellectual development, Such a host of 
contingencies involves not only the comprehensiveness of the re- 
searcher’s knowledge, but also his skill in balancing the number an 
relative importance of such items within practical limitations. This 
is especially problematic in the case of the more broadly focused 
empirical “grab-bag” studies in which the same controls are used for 
a series of comparisons on a variety of factors. 

A great many things can influence intelligence test performance, 
and, in most studies, residual differences between delinquent and 
nondelinquent controls are often sufficient to account for obtained 
differences in intelligence scores. The results of such research have 
generally been disappointing even when the most conscientious at- 
tempts are made to control bias through matching, Despite the 
elaborate and careful precautions used by the Gluecks (1950), sev- 
eral reviewers of this study have concluded that the obtained results 
are all but vitiated because of failures in their matching procedure 
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and, in particular, those items other than the Full Scale IQ’s (Kahn, 
1952; Rubin, 1958). In regard to the intellectual differences noted 
by the Gluecks, Rubin comments that “. . . there is a greater differ- 
ence between the delinquents and the nondelinquents in the quality 
of their social background than in their intelligence scores” (p. 223). 
The percentage of delinquents from blighted tenement areas, “poor 
homes,” disturbing family, social, psychological, and physical home 
situations, and other related factors is pointed out by Rubin as being 
in greater disproportion than the obtained differences in Verbal and 
Performance IQ's. 

Another problem in control group research grows out of the seri- 
ous misinterpretation of results due to a posteriori matching proce- 
dures. Matching generally takes place only after a juvenile offender 
has been detected and some official agency has remanded him to a 
correctional school for a period of time. These events seriously inter- 
rupt a child’s normal development and have a profound develop- 
mental effect in their own right. Yet, in a posteriori matching, the 
incorporated consequences of events subsequent to detection are 


often treated as having been present prior to detection. Thus, post 
hoc findings, such as a somewhat lower than average IQ, or slight 
retardation on subtests dependent upon continuity in formal aca- 
demic training, may easily be due to the effects of the same vari- 
able whose cause is under study. Certainly the entire process 
accompanying official apprehension, court handling, and adjustment 
to a correctional school living can hardly be considered conducive to 
intellectual growth and development. This last point will be elab- 


orated shortly. = ae 
Moreover, even if perfect matching were possible, it is doubtful 


that a single experiment could conclusively prove the relationship of 
juvenile delinquency and intelligence without subsequent investiga- 
tion, First, simply because a child is not delinquent at one point in 
time is no assurance that the same boy would not eventually indulge 
in such activities; therefore, a follow-up of the controls is necessary. 
Second, studies in which a number of different variables are held 
Constant preclude the possibility of revealing significant information 
about the factors that have been controlled. To understand the inter- 
action and role of all the factors associated with differences in intelli- 
gence between delinquents and nondelinquents, a second a 
would be necessary to investigate the factors controlled for in - 
first instance. Third, replication of post hoc studies on fresh samples 
is essential before the generalization value of such findings can be 


established. 
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“DELINQUENCY As A CRITERION VARIABLE 
“Nondelinquents” 


To a large extent, the accuracy of the interpretations found in the 
studies discussed so far is dependent upon the assumption that the 
distinction between delinquent and control groups connotes a real 
difference in unlawful conduct. Therefore, it would seem important 
to examine this assumption: is official “delinquency” a reliable cri- 
terion variable to use as an index of unlawful activity, and, secondly, 
if “delinquent” and “nondelinquent” are not sharply differentiated 
classifications with respect to unlawful behavior, how can the ob- 
tained differences in intellectual performance be explained? 

There have been several investigations of undetected delinquent 
behavior among youths with no official record of delinquent activity. 
The general conclusion that can be reached from these investigations 
is that any presupposition that groups characterized by official detec- 
tion have a higher incidence of unlawful behavior than those who 
have not been officially detected is subject to serious question. Short 
and Nye (1957) found few significant differences in admitted delin- 
quencies between high school children of different socioeconomic 
levels, as indicated by “buried” items in a self-report questionnaire. 
Thus, the familiar observation that “delinquency” is primarily a 
lower class phenomenon does not hold when nonadjudicated cases 
are studied for “delinquent” behavior. Similar studies by Murphy 
(1946), Wallerstein (1947), and Porterfield (1946) have also indi- 
cated that unlawful activity is not unique to official delinquents, but 
also can be found in an unknown but high proportion of children in 
the general population without official delinquency records. All of 
these studies point to the serious limitations of using official records 
as a criterion of assignment to dichotomize samples of children into 
delinquent and nondelinquent groups. While official records may 
be indicative of delinquent acts among children who are known de- 
linquents, the absence of such records apparently does not mean that 
confidence can be placed in a corresponding absence of unlawful 
behavior among nonadjudicated children. 

Properly speaking, unless subjects are randomly chosen from the 
sample of all children committing delinquent acts, regardless of their 
official delinquency status, it may be argued that the official delin- 
quents are specific, nonrandom samples and are.possibly different in 
some important respects from all children engaged in unlawful be- 
havior, If, for example, brighter children have personal and family 
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resources at their disposal which enable them to escape detection or 
to deal with its consequences, then it may be that any opinion as to 
the role of intelligence in delinquency, based upon the fraction of 
cases which are apprehended, would not apply to the brighter, so- 
cially advantaged, unapprehended “delinquents.” Furthermore, if 
delinquent behavior is as pervasive as some studies indicate, then 
there is every reason to believe that it is a general phenomenon 
characteristic of most children irrespective of their intelligence. 


DELINQUENT SAMPLES 


Court Cases 


The juvenile delinquents studied in most investigations of intelli- 
gence represent either court, court clinic, or correctional school 
cases, all of which yield samples biased along different dimensions. 
The court cases represent the broadest sample and possibly the most 
nearly representative delinquent sample available but are also the 
most limited in terms of available data for research purposes. Both 
clinic and correctional school cases are more accessible for intensive 
study. A sizable amount of previously collected case record material 
in contrast with the more routine and limited court case data also 
make these cases more attractive for study. However, these cases 
also present serious research limitations. 

The selective factors that might operate to bring a child to court 
attention must, of course, be related to (1) detection and (2) the 
decision of authorities to take official action against a known of- 
fender. In the absence of systematic research on undetected offen- 
ders we can only speculate that intelligence is directly or indirectly 


related to the factors that eventuate in court action. Quite apart 
from factors in the legal process which might favor the brighter 
is the fact that the 


child, in avoiding apprehension and court action, 

intelligence testing of those taken into custody is likely to be unfa- 
vorably affected by the official handling process. Thus, a given delin- 
quent would likely test higher prior to ‘detection than at the time he 


is tested by a court psychologist. i 

Intelligence data on court cases are generally obtained shortly 
after arraignment and prior to the appearance before a juvenile 
court judge or referee. A subject’s test response is affected by prior 
emotional stress, and, considering the stress under which a court 
tested case must perform, there is every likelihood that intellectual 
performance will be adversely affected. McCarthy (1944), for ex- 
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ample, demonstrated that the same children tested on a nonverbal 
intelligence test after writing an essay on “The Best Thing That 
Ever Happened to Me” averaged 4 to 5 IQ points higher than when 
tested after writing an essay on “The Worst Thing That Ever Hap- 
pened to Me.” The effects of official handling of delinquent offenders 
and the conditions under which they are tested are probably far 
more profound and more detrimental to test performance than the 
essays used by McCarthy. Similarly, Wechsler (1950) has empha- 
sized the role of nonintellectual, largely motivational factors in test 
performance. It would seem, therefore, that the court case is not 
tested for intelligence at a point in time where he is likely to be 
functioning at an optimum test level. Any test results under these 
conditions would, to some degree, be an underestimation of intellec- 
tual level of activity prior to detection. These remarks apply to both 
quantitative and qualitative aspects of intelligence and would also 
hold for any children tested after detection, court hearing, clinic 
referral, or correctional school placement. Intelligence test perform- 
ance is not fixed by heredity; many things can cause test perform- 
ance to vary and, in the case of delinquent subjects, cause them to 
reflect far less than their intellectual potential, 


Court Clinic Referrals 


Court clinics often serve many latent functions that have little or 
nothing to do with the examination of either the more delinquent or 
the more emotionally disturbed cases that come to the attention of 
the court. In the main, clinics examine the children who are the 
most disturbing to the court rather than those who are the most 
disturbed. If a child represents a problem to the placement officer he 
will be referred for psychological and psychiatric examination. If, 
for any number of reasons, the judicial authorities are puzzled or 
uncertain over a case disposition, they, as well as other court workers, 
usually find it convenient to order a child examined or re-examined 
so as to delay the official hearing. In short, the criteria of selection 
for clinic study generally suit purposes other than those for which 
the clinic was intended, and these selection criteria are far too broad 


to warrant the use of such cases as representatives of delinquents in 
general, 


Institutionalized Delinquents 


Although convenient in terms of accessibility and ready-made case 
history data, institutionalized delinquents present a variety of prob- 
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schools, 


Effects of Institutionalization 


‘ One of the common fallacies in inter 
posteriori matching arises from treating 
quent to an event as causes of the event. 


= the logic of causal proof that is the familiar 
er hoc” (i.e., after this, therefore, because of this) or, in the ver- 


pepe “pigs are well named because they are so dirty.” The use 
z _institutionalized samples provides one of the best examples of 
ailing to make this important veen the effects of 


l distinction betv 
ae and subsequent events. The effects of institutionalization on 
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pretation associated with 
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detrimental for a long time. Sarason 
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(1949), for example, discovered that children already mentally re- 
tarded repeatedly dropped in IQ with each succeeding year of 
institutionalization after custodial placement. Thus, the experience 
of institutional life can generate changes in test-measured intelli- 
gence. Similarly, and quite apart from the motional effects of stig- 
matization and other damaging consequences of legal processing and 
detention (cf. Mattick, 1959), the interruption of relatively unre- 
stricted way of life by replacement with another which uniformly 
controls and structures the subject’s behavior surely must have a 
pronounced effect on intellectual functioning. 

There is some substantiation of this possibility in Gibbens (1958), 
who reported finding that the Porteus Maze Q score increased in 
magnitude as a positive function of the amount of time spent in 
Borstal placement. This would mean that the longer a child experi- 
enced correctional school placement, the lower his T score or general 
intelligence could be expected to fall, and the greater the likelihood 
of his performance skills surpassing his verbal abilities. 


“DELINQUENCY” as a HOMOGENEOUS CLASSIFICATION 


Another feature common to most studies is the use of “delin- 
quency” as a blanket term when, in fact, there is good reason to 
believe that there is substantial variability among the children in- 
cluded in any delinquent sample. Simply because children are 
officially adjudicated delinquent or are known 'to have committed a 
particular type of offense is no reason to assume that they are geno- 
typically similar or represent any particular empirical uniformity. 
In this connection, Barron has stated that “. . . probably the only 
thing that is alike in all delinquents is that there are violations of 
law” (1954, p. 83). 

There is good reason to believe that generalized statements based 
upon research in which delinquents are studied as a unitary class are 
not necessarily true for the entire population of children who com- 
mit delinquent acts, officially or unofficially, Some findings may be 
common in degree and quality to all cases. On the other hand, some 
variables may be positively related to some segments of the delin- 
quent population and negatively related to other segments. In the 
case of the latter, a finding reported as a single value will mask what 
could be a series of different degrees of relationships. Under such 
conditions it is also impossible to know which findings may represent 
common values among all delinquents and which may represent an 
average of several different subsample relationships. 
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A number of investigators using factor analytic and r 
niques have been able to identify Fairly ee ee 
on the basis of background and personality factors, e.g., Hewitt and 
Jenkins (1946); Peterson, Quay, and Cameron (1959); and Wirt 
m Briggs (1959). So far, however, there is no report in the litera- 
PE of specific attempts to use such refined statistical operations to 
. entify delinquent subtypes on the basis of intelligence factors. 
et, in many of the studies reported, the variability of intelligence 
scores among delinquent subjects has been considerably greater than 
among controls, Glueck and Glueck (1950) and Diller (1952) have 
specifically commented on this, and it is also evident among the Q 
i“ results reported in the table by Gibbens (1958). The relatively 
igh variance of IQ performance among the delinquents may suggest 
ii heterogeneity of intellectual activity not characteristic of nonde- 
inquents. If so, a refined statistical approach may provide a clearer 
view of the nature of intellectual differences between delinquents 
and nondelinquents. 
i At least two studies have separated intelligence out as one factor 
in the causation of juvenile crime and have studied its interrelation- 
ship with an extensive assortment of personal and environmental 
characteristics of juvenile offenders by employing differences in in- 


tellectual level as a means of subdividing samples. The general 


outcome of these studies has been to demonstrate that more precision 
of the role of intelligence in 


can be exercised in the investigation 

juvenile crime by such procedures. From these studies it appears 
that the association of intelligence and other characteristics of the 
offender may not be a fixed relationship but changes as intelligence 
changes. 


Glueck (1935) undertook to compare delinquent children having 


bove 80. The lower IQ chil- 
round adversities and disad- 


higher 1Q’s, but usually in greater 


vantages of the children with 
eculiar to the lower 


measure, plus some additional disadvantages P 
IQ sample. The lower IQ children were char 
home, family, housing, economic status, and school adjustment. 
These differences were not calculated for statistical significance. 
Caplan (1961) carried out a similar study with higher IQ level 
children separated by a 10-point IQ gap to reduce overlap due to 
errors of measurement. Using 4 broader array of variables than 
those included in Glueck’s study, he compared 100 average IQ (90- 


100) delinquents with an equal number of superior IQ (120 and 


above) children drawn from the same court population. The IQ’s 
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were based upon results obtained on the various forms of either the 
Otis or Wechsler Test. The highest IQ found among the superior 
group was 143. Comparisons were made on the basis of background 
factors, personal characteristics, and a series of delinquency related 
measures, such as prior delinquency, court disposition, and recidi- 
vism. Significant differences between the two groups were found on 
many of the factors studied. In general, it appeared that among the 
lower IQ children maladjustment was present in many of the child’s 
life activities. On the other hand, among the brighter children delin- 
quent behavior seemed to be directed at specific sources of discon- 
tent and did not disrupt their general life patterns. There was some 
indication that the lower IQ children had a poorer level of over-all 
adjustment, whereas the higher IQ children channelized their frus- 
trations by overcompensating with outstanding success in some 
activities. For example, whereas the average IQ children were ex- 
tremely poor in school adjustment (grade point average, grade 
standing in relation to chronological age, and school citizenship), 
the brighter children were successful in these areas to a greater 
degree than could be explained on the basis of IQ differences alone. 
The higher 1Q group held a large number of elected school positions, 
and 10 per cent had an all “A” or highest possible grade point aver- 
age. It would appear, therefore, that the widely accepted belief that 
delinquents adjust poorly to school or that school is a constant source 
of frustration that can lead to delinquency is not true for all delin- 
quents. In fact, for the higher IQ children, the converse appears to 
be true. 

In addition to the studies mentioned above, which attempt to 
relate intelligence to a variety of factors, attempts have also been 
made to relate a single factor to differences in intelligence, For 
example, age and intelligence were studied among 1731 juvenile 
delinquents by Mann and Mann (1939), who found that boys over 
14 years of age had higher IQ’s on the Revised Binet than boys under 
14 years of age. This difference was small but statistically significant. 
Zeleny (1933 ) specifically examined the evidence for sex differences 
and intelligence among delinquents from data reported in 163 
studies. He found that more girls (39 per cent) than boys (25.6 per 
cent) had been classified as mentally deficient. These data, however, 
were drawn from very early studies; the more recent evidence has 
consistently shown that both quantitative and qualitative findings 
apply equally to delinquents of both sexes, 

Most of the research devoted to relating a single aspect of juvenile 
delinquency to intelligence has dealt with recidivism and offense. 
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er ocean on recidivism has been contradictory, and, as yet, no 
dy has conclusively shown it to be a product of low intelligence. 
If intelligence played an important role in the determination of de- 
linquent behavior, one logically would expect recidivism to be more 
common among the intellectually duller children. The absence of 
such evidence, however, appears to contravene the possibility of a 
close relation of delinquency and intelligence. 

Studies of offense have yielded some correlates with IQ scores 
particularly with respect to female sex offenders who repeatedly 
have been shown to be of low intelligence. Usually studies of offense 
have been carried out using samples too small to provide sufficient 
numbers in the various offense categories necessary for either ade- 
quate statistical application or for full coverage of the variety of 
offenses. Table 4-2 represents the results of an investigation in which 
100 cases drawn from the major offense categories for each sex were 
compared on IQ (Caplan and Gligor, 1964). 


TABLE 4-2. MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF IQ’s 
FOR OFFENSE GROUPS 
(N = 100 for Each Group) 


Standard 

Mean Deviation 
Runaway-girls 95.6 13.3 
Runaway—boys 93.7 15.0 
Sexual offenses-girls 88.1 16.5 
Sexual offenses-boys 92.8 15.5 
Incorrigible-girls 92.6 13.4 
Incorrigible—boys 92.8 14.7 
Truancy-girls 91.6 12.3 
Truancy—boys 91.8 14.2 
Auto theft—boys 93.6 13.5 
Assault—boys 87.9 11.1 
91.5 12.4 


Unlawful entry, stealing—boys 


The ¢ statistic was used to compare the IQ means of the offense 
groups for each sex and yielded the following differences as signifi- 
cant at the .05 level of confidence or better: among the boys, assault 
Was significantly lower than all other categories of offenses studied. 
Among the girls, runaway was higher than truancy, and both run- 
away and incorrigible were higher than sex offenders. 

Perhaps the main significance that can be drawn from these rather 
exploratory studies is that there may be many aspects to the relation 

etween intelligence and delinquent behavior; any general state- 
ment with respect to this relationship may be seriously misleading. 
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It should also be mentioned that it is now recognized that intelli- 
gence is not a single entity but is composed of numerous classes of 
interrelated mental functions, not all of which are purely intellectual. 
Therefore, the variety and extent of the interrelations of intellectual 
functioning and juvenile delinquency may vary also with the differ- 
ent phases of social development leading to and growing out of 
social misbehavior. 


Test VALIDITY 


Some of the personal and environmental sources of influence that 
may affect performance on intelligence tests have already been 
pointed out in other sections of this chapter. Leaving aside errors of 
measurement, a number of other common sources of invalidity and 
bias could be mentioned; the linquistic handicaps of foreign-born 
delinquents with highly verbal test items would be only one example. 
Even more important is the ability of a test to discriminate accurately 
the relative standing among children of different intelligence. This 
is what validity means in its simplest sense. 

If a test has discriminatory value, accurate, reliable, and unam- 
biguous findings can be obtained to the extent that other factors 
affecting an individual’s test performance are controlled. If, on the 
other hand, a test has little or no discriminatory value, then no 
amount of ingenuity in manipulating experimental operations can 
improve the correspondence between scores on the test and the 
variable it is designed to predict. There is evidence that the in- 
creased validity of intelligence tests used to examine juvenile delin- 
quents played a significant role in bringing about the changing and 
improved status of the juvenile delinquent. 

Merrill (1947) compared 300 delinquents and an equal number of 
“nondelinquents,” matched for age, sex, and neighborhood, and 
found no statistically significant difference in IQ’s between the two 
groups as measured by the 1916 Stanford-Binet. The mean IQ’s of 
the delinquent and nondelinquent subjects were 86.7 and 89.7, 
respectively. However, when these children were retested later with 
the 1937 revision of the Stanford-Binet, a statistically significant dif- 
ference of 8.9 IQ points between the two groups was found. The 
corresponding delinquent and nondelinquent mean IQ’s at the time 
of the second testing were 98.4 and 107.3. Merrill concluded that 
the 1916 Binet failed to reveal the “true” intellectual differences be- 
tween these subjects due to its “ceiling effect.” A caution, however; 
should be sounded with respect to the confidence that can be placed 
in assuming that differences obtained on the second testing are in- 
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dicative of inferior mentality on the part of the delinquents. Wood- 
ward (1955) has used this same study to point out the limitations 
of neighborhood matching in equalizing environmental influences. 
Merrill's delinquents and nondelinquents differed on a number of 
such intelligence-related factors (€.g., the occupational status of the 
father), which could account for the obtained differences in IQ 
between her subjects. 

Changes in IQ scores among delinquents as a consequence of 
variations in test repertoire is even more dramatically demonstrated 
in a study by Caplan and Siebert (1964). These investigators con- 
cerned themselves with changes in the IQ status of 51,808 routinely 
tested first-offender court cases over a thirty-four-year period. The 


purpose of the study was, first, to determine any changes in IQ status 
arge metropolitan juvenile court 


of children appearing before a l 
(Cleveland, Ohio) and, secondly, to relate any detected fluctuations 


in IQ status to their probable causes. 
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were in keeping with the early findings reported by other inves- 
tigators. The mean IQ for this six-year period was 80 (N = 10,164). 

There is a sharp decrease in the percentage of less than average 
IQ cases and an increase in the above average IQ cases for the period 
1935 through 1938. After this time there appears to be a slight, but 
fairly consistent, downward trend in the percentage of below average 
cases and, conversely, a rise in the percentage of above average 
cases. During the period of accelerated rise in IQ (1935-1938), the 
1916 Binet was steadily replaced by the Otis Test of Mental Abilities 
and, later, by the Otis Test in conjunction with the 1937 Revision of 
the Stanford-Binet. By 1938 the 1916 Binet was no longer used at 
the court. From 1957 through 1962 approximately 95 per cent of 
all tests used were the Otis, with the remaining 5 per cent consisting 
almost entirely of various forms of the Wechsler. The mean IQ for 
these years was 92.1 (N = 9579). The most pronounced change in 
IQ status during the years studied, i.e., the rise in IQ level from 1935 
through 1938, is interpreted as a function of the replacement of the 
1916 Binet by more sensitive tests with higher ceilings. 

Another example of the close association between IQ level of 
delinquents and the choice of intelligence tests is evident in the 
unusual rise and fall in the above average percentages during the 
years 1946-1953. For several years before 1946 and after 1953, the 
percentage of cases achieving IQ’s of 110 or over was consistently 
around 10 per cent. During the years 1946-1953, however, the per- 
centages of above average cases is higher, averaging 15.1 per cent 
and reaching a peak level of approximately 18 per cent for the years 
1949, 1950, and 1951. The Healy Picture Completion Test, a non- 
verbal performance intelligence test, was used as one of the routine 
test instruments to measure the intelligence of a substantial number 
of children during the years 1946-1953 by the court clinic staff. Over 
these years, 30.1 per cent of the children tested with this instrument 
attained above average IQ status. The fluctuation of higher than 
average IQ cases for the total court sample during these years was 
found to be in direct proportion to the percentage of children ex- 
amined with the Healy Picture Completion Test. When the Healy 
Test was eliminated from the routine test battery in 1953, the per 
centage of above average IQ cases returned to the same level that it 
had been prior to the introduction of this test. 

The authors conclude that there have been two major sources of 
influence responsible for the change from a fairly retarded to a fairly 
normal IQ status among apprehended delinquents, First, and most 
significant, has been the change due to the use of more sensitive in- 
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struments to measure intelligence. The replacement of the 1916 
alone resulted in an increase of over 10 points in mean IQ perform- 
ance. Secondly, there appears to be a slight, but steady, rise in IQ 
status that occurs independently of changes in the test repertoire. 
It is suggested that this latter, and more gradual, rise, most notice- 
able during the period 1938-1962, may be due to the appearance of 
children before the court who were progressively and genuinely 
better able to handle intelligence test items. Such factors as im- 
proved educational opportunities and special protective care and 
treatment for the mentally retarded at a precourt level are cited as 
probable reasons for this gradual improvement in test achievement 
on the part of the delinquents. 


CONCLUSIONS 


ce attempts first were made to test 
t low intelligence was an index of 


social inadequacy and, therefore, the major explanation of juvenile 
aise this past research because of 


delinquency, It is difficult to appr 
a variety of fallacies in basic research procedure and because of the 
Despite these fertile 


techniques employed to measure intelligence. 
sources for error, the weight of the research evidence is sufficiently 


clear to permit certain conclusions to be drawn. 

l. The early assertion that low intelligence was causally related 
to delinquency appears to have been based upon erroneous assump- 
tions about the nature of both intelligence and juvenile delinquency. 
Critical examination of existing research on the subject suggests that 
the obtained differences in intelligence scores between known delin- 
quents and “nondelinquent” controls may be mainly, if not entirely, 
accounted for on the basis of differences between such samples on 
variables other than delinquency. The test scores of delinquent 
samples tend to be about 8 IQ points less than that of the general 
population, but appear comparable to that which would be expected 
from nondelinquents of similar backgrounds if tested under similar 
circumstances. Furthermore, even if this 8-point difference repre- 
sented a true difference in intelligence, it would be foolish to at- 
tribute importance to it since only apprehended and nonofficial 
“delinquents” are represented in such samples. 

2. The more recent interest of investigators in differential qualita- 
tive intellectual functioning between delinquents and nondelinquents 
has revealed differences of two types: each with different implica- 
tions, The characteristic patterns of the intelligence of delinquents, 


It is now several decades sin 
scientifically the hypothesis tha 
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obtained by means of the Wechsler-Bellevue Scales, can be explained 
largely on the basis of differences arising out of schooling, social 
background, and the effects of legal-correctional processing and in- 
stitutional confinement. Furthermore, these discrepancies are rela- 
tively small and tend to diminish as greater care is shown in the 
matching of delinquent and nondelinquent samples. 

The conspicuous difference between delinquents and controls on 
the Porteus Maze IQ score, however, is not easily interpreted. The 
Q score is a gross index of functions which appear to be intricately 
related to intellectual performance, but whose origin may be entirely 
in the area of personality. While attempts on the part of investi- 
gators to explain the Q score seem genuine enough, its meaning and 
significance remains vague and seemingly uncommunicable. It 
would be particularly important to determine if the functions tapped 
by the Q score reflect enduring personality characteristics or if they 
reflect the more immediate and direct consequences of training and 
experience on intellectual development. If the functions involved 
are determined by basic personality characteristics that affect intel- 
lectual behavior, then the very promising predictive potential of the 
Q score may be a consequence of a particular precondition for the 
development of antisocial behavior rather than the consequences of 
poor social adaptation, as reflected in the subsequent inefficient uti- 
lization of normal intellectual endowment. Future research may 
afford some understanding of the Q score and thus provide a basis 
for critically evaluating its significance in delinquent behavior. At 
present only a series of complicated assumptions are available for 
interpreting the significance and meaning of findings involving the 
Q score, 

3. Early research emphasis on the relationship between delin- 
quency and intelligence was begun on a false start, and, as a result, 
subsequent research has most frequently been addressed to the clari- 
fication of earlier misconceptions. This does not, however, rule out 
the problem as an area of fruitful study in the future, nor does it 
preclude the possibility that a close interdependence between in- 
tellectual functioning and juvenile delinquency exists. If intellectual 
functioning does operate in some way to cause juvenile delinquency, 
however, it cannot be discovered or empirically verified by continu- 
ing to use the traditional approaches to the problem. In order to 
gain new insight into this problem, it is necessary that the problem be 
redefined and that different investigative procedures be used. More 
of the traditional IQ and delinquency data are not needed; what is 
needed is a reformulation of the problem to allow for the use of 
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research procedures free from both the obvious limitations of official 
police statistics and of “intelligence” as assessed by IQ-type tests. 

One means of improving research operations would be to adopt 
the convention of defining delinquency by a common measure with 
stable dimensions—preferably some means other than official records. 
At present it is difficult to define accurately what juvenile delin- 
quency means. If we mean children after they have been known 
officially to have committed an unlawful act, then, for the variety of 
reasons already discussed, it is highly improbable that any causal 
connections between the act and its antecedent causes can be estab- 
lished. If our concern is unlawful conduct apart from the limited 
scope of police attention and official processing, then dichotomous 
groupings based entirely upon the criterion of official records may 
fail to distinguish between subjects. Some means of measuring social 


conformity irrespective of official records should be considered. The 


possibility should be entertained that research on the determining 
ed out most fruitfully be- 


causes of unlawful behavior can be carri 
tween “delinquent” and “nondelinquent” subjects drawn entirely 
from undetected populations. 
Another means of improving such investigations would be to ex- 
tend the study of intelligence beyond the traditional concerns, The 
tendency has been to study the elementary units and association 
patterns of various intellectual abilities in relation to delinquency 
or some of its aspects, such as offense and recidivism. Conspicuously 
absent from the literature thus far have been the investigation using 
factor analytically derived measures of intelligence (cf. Jenkins and 
Paterson, 1961). Also, with the exception of one study (Baker and 
Sarbin, 1956), there has been an absence of investigations in this 
field addressed to determine the cognitive structure of the larger 
mental framework which correlates with conceptualization, learning, 
perceptions, and other areas of mental activity that affect patterns 


of social adjustment. ’ . 
In the Baker and Sarbin study the emphasis was entirely upon the 
f delinquents. These investi- 


higher order cognitive functioning © 
that delinquents generally were 


gators obtained results suggesting ‚ge we 
unable to predict the behavior of others because of limited cognitive 
categories which made it impossible for them to adequately perceive 
the role of the others. They, therefore, were unable to tolerate 
ambiguities and were less able to deal with social incongruities than 
nondelinquents because fese undifferentiated cognitive structures 
in the interpersonal region” (p. 69). In short, then, delinquent sub- 
jects used only a limited number of higher order perceptual-cogni- 
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tive categories by which they made social judgments. In consequence 
of this failure to make new differentiations, especially between them- 
selves and others, they tended to react to all social objects as if they 
were, more or less, mirror images of themselves. This failure to 
perceive dissimilarity between themselves and other social objects 
was viewed by the authors as a source of social retardation growing 
out of a fixated “maturational-enculturation” sequence. The authors 
pointed out that while psychologists have been preoccupied with one 
form of mental retardation, they have failed to investigate ( a) the 
effects of mental retardation due to arrested perceptual-cognitive de- 
velopment, and (b) the effects of such retardation upon social 
adjustment. f 

Another important feature of this study is that it was carried = 
to test hypothetical assumptions based upon a particular theoretica 
framework. Most studies on delinquency and intelligence evidence 
no explicit recognition of any theoretical orientation which might 
otherwise provide a planful and more orderly approach for subse- 
quent investigations. 

4. It would be naive to assert that there is no relationship between 
intellectual functioning and juvenile delinquency behavior. | 
ligence operates as a life-shaping force in all human behavior an 
must enter into the final crystallization of delinquent activity how- 
ever we choose to define it. It is the view of this author that intel- 
ely involved in the development of the 
general cognitive framework which guides social adaptation. This 
y structural in the sense of Baker and 
unctionally involved with ongoing per 
sonality processes, Intellectual activity probably has a dual function: 


(a) serving as a basis of reality testing for the familial and social 
preachments which constitute the 


INTELLECTUAL FUNCTIONING 185 


similarly, underlines the possible importance for investigating higher 
order intellectual functioning as a means of understanding the 
determinants of delinquent behavior. 
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Personality and Delinquency 


HERBERT C. Quay 


un eee 


sonality characteristics which set 
from normals has a long history. 
ature of these characteristics was 


Tue Notion that there are per: 
delinquents and criminals apart 
The first assumption about the n 
that they had to do with morality or righteousness. However, as the 
psychology of personality began to develop, it appeared that other 
personality variables might be related to delinquent tendencies. 
Much of the early research, however, was inconclusive. In 1950 
Schuessler and Cressey reviewed the results of 113 investigations 
and concluded that the combined results did not support the hy- 
pothesis that criminality and personality elements were associated. 
This conclusion now appears to warrant re-examination. Of the 


thirty different tests used in the studies which they reviewed, only 
four are presently considered valid enough to remain in current use 
Rorschach, MMPI, 


in personality assessment. These four tests ( 
Guilford-Martin, and Porteus Mazes) had been employed in only 
twelve of the studies, and in half of these they had shown an ability 
to differentiate statistically the criminal group from whatever group 
had been used as a control. This suggests that the use of more valid 
tests coupled with greater sophistication in design and analysis might 
succeed where earlier work failed. 

There is another and potentially even more important facet of the 
problem. This is the possibility of demonstrating, in a consistent and 
systematic way, differences in personality between subgroups within 
the total delinquent group. This problem has received increasing 
attention, and its successful solution could provide the basis for more 
scientifically oriented studies of both etiology and treatment. 

This chapter will review the more recent studies attempting to 
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demonstrate differences in personality between delinquents and 
controls, Then special consideration will be given to an analysis of 
studies attempting to develop subcategories of delinquents based on 
personality characteristics. 


STUDIES OF “UNSELECTED” DELINQUENTS 
Time Orientation 


In view of the frequently expressed notion that delinquents are 
more impulsive and less concerned with the future consequences of 
their behavior than are nondelinquents, it seems reasonable to as- 
sume that some differences might be demonstrated in the area of 
temporal experience. At least three published studies have dealt 
with the question of time orientation and its relationship to delin- 
quency. 

Barndt and Johnson (1955) compared twenty-six institutionalized 
delinquents with twenty-six high school boys selected to approximate 
the experimental groups on age, intelligence, school achievement, 
and socioeconomic status. Subjects were instructed to tell a story in 
response to a stimulus situation provided by the experimenter. The 
stories were recorded and subsequently analyzed in terms of the > 
span which they encompassed. Results indicated that the stories 
produced by the delinquents occurred during shorter time periods 
than did the stories of the controls, 

Using a procedure identical to that of the above study, Davids, 
Kidder, and Reich (1962) tested a sample of twenty-four institu- 
tionalized boys and thirty institutionalized girls. Their findings in- 
dicated identical time-period scores for the boys and the girls. 
Although they had no control groups of their own, they compare 
the scores of their Ss with scores obtained by other Ss in previous 
research. Comparisons indicated their delinquent boys were similar 
to emotionally disturbed boys of a younger age group and to the 
delinquent sample of Barndt and Johnson (1955). The delinquent 
boys of this study were, as expected, more “present-oriented” than 
Barndt and Johnson’s nondelinquent controls. Finally, Siegman 
(1960) found that young offenders in a prison in Israel had signifi- 
cantly shorter future time perspectives than did a control group © 
young army inductees. He also found that in estimating the length 
of intervals of time the delinquents consistently underestimated, 
whereas the controls tended toward overestimation. 

Taken together, these studies certainly suggest that the delinquent 
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is more present-oriented than the normal when both groups are 
predominantly from the lower and lower middle classes. If one can 
extrapolate from the concept of future time orientation to the concept 
of an attenuated gradient of reinforcement, then these findings sug- 
gest a mechanism by which the self-defeating behavior of the delin- 
quent may be understood; the delinquent behaves so as to maximize 
immediate reward failing to be influenced by the possibility of later 
punishment. Mowrer and Ullman (1945) have used this notion in 
explanation of the self-punishing behavior of the psychoneurotic 
and the criminal, and it seems equally applicable here. It would now 
seem profitable to study this variable in the more impulsive or 
psychopathic groups of delinquents. The results of these studies are 
also relevant to a theory of delinquency which ascribes the problem 
to the nature of lower class values per se (Miller, 1959). One of 
the cardinal assumptions of this theory is that lower class culture 
places more emphasis on immediate gratification than on the an- 
ticipation of longer range rewards, While it may be that lower class 
children are more present-oriented than those of the middle class 
(Le Shan, 1952), it also appears that this orientation exists in even 
greater magnitude in those guilty of delinquency. Thus, the notion 
that a direct transmission of this particular orientation in equal 
strength to all lower class children is a primary causative agent in 
delinquency is certainly questionable: individual differences must 


be considered. 


Cognitive and Perceptual-Motor Functions 
eared a number of studies deal- 


In recent literature there has a 
= tioning of delinquents. In this 


ing with the perceptual-motor func I 
research it is assumed that if intellectual ability and gross motor skills 
are controlled, then differences in perceptual motor functioning can 
be attributed to aspects of psychological functioning generally 


classed as personality variables. ; ; BR 

Zolik (1958) compared forty-three delinquents with forty-three 
nondelinquents who were residing in a high delinquency area on 
their performance on the Bender-Gestalt Test. The groups had been 
matched for age, intelligence, and absence of motor defects. Em- 


ploying the Pascal and Suttell (1951) method of analyzing the 
Bender figures, a number of significant differences were found be- 


tween the two groups. Using the median over-all deviation scores 
as the point for dichotomizing the groups, a tetrachoric correlation 
and size of deviation score. 


of .77 was obtained between delinquency 
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Differences in the deviation scores could not be accounted for by 
either age or intelligence. Differences found between the groups 
in more detailed aspects of the scoring system were interpreted by 
Zolik as indicating that the delinquents are either less mature or 
more regressive, and that they suffer a higher degree of neuro- 
muscular incoordination under conditions of tension. 

Unfortunately, Zolik’s paper fails to provide information in regard 
to the reliability of scoring, nor does he indicate whether or not the 
records were scored without knowledge of group membership. While 
Pascal and Suttell themselves provide data indicating adequate 
reliability of their scoring systems, the possibility of systematic bias 
due to the scorer’s knowledge of group membership cannot be com- 
pletely ignored. f 

As it stands, this study lends support to the findings of studies re- 
lating delinquency to Porteus Maze Q scores. It does seem that 
inferior Bender reproductions that cannot be accounted for by age, 
IQ, or sensory motor defect are likely the result of the same factors 
of impulsiveness and lack of control that would relate to poor 
Porteus qualitative performance. š 

Jones, Livson, and Sarbin (1955) have provided a study of cogni- 
tive functioning as it is manifested in perceptual completion. They 
utilized the Street Gestalt Completion Test (Street, 1931) in which 
familiar objects are represented by only partially complete drawings, 
the task of the S being to name the object in as short a time as pos- 
sible. As a rationale for the employment of this instrument these 
investigators theorized that “the class of delinquent behavior which 
is loosely designated ‘psychopathic’ (e.g., impulsive, unpremedi- 
tated, repetitive) has its origin in part in a retardation of perceptual- 
cognitive development.” Thus they hypothesized that psychopathic 
delinquents would exhibit greater difficulty in the recognition of the 
incomplete pictures than nondelinquents. 

The experimental group consisted of forty-one boys, aged 14-18, 
who had committed at least three acts of legal delinquency and who 
were incarcerated at the time of the study. In order to maximize 
the number of “psychopathic” boys only those who had been con- 
victed of serious offenses, such as assault, auto theft, armed robbery, 
and malicious mischief, were selected. The control sample was of a 
comparable age range and was made up of boys with no known be- 
havior problems. Results indicated that during the 60 seconds in 
which the incomplete drawings were exposed, significantly fewer © 
the delinquents arrived at the solution. When the data were ana- 
lyzed in terms of the number of correct solutions in the first 10 sec- 
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onds of exposure, thereby introducing a speed element, the delin- 
quents were even less efficient in their performance. 

In evaluating the results in terms of possible sources of differences 
between the groups other than those associated with “psychopathic” 
delinquency, a number of factors must be considered. The experi- 
menters considered and ruled out differences in task motivation. 
Intelligence presents somewhat more of a problem even though the 
Street has been shown to be unrelated to verbal intelligence. Since 
there were no intelligence data on the Ss of this study the influence 
of differential intelligence between the two groups remains a pos- 
sibility, The contribution of “psychopathy” as opposed to other in- 
trapersonal factors associated with delinquency is perhaps least well 
documented. The selection did produce Ss who were repeaters and 
who were guilty of the more serious offenses, but serious offenses 
and recidivism do not belong solely to the “psychopathic” delinquent. 
On the other hand, there is evidence that institutional recidivism 
and the tendency to be guilty of crimes against the person are as- 
sociated with “psychopathic” delinquency (Quay, Peterson, and 
Consalvi, 1960). Certainly this research warrants replication and 
extension to larger samples of delinquents representative of both 
the psychopathic and other subgroups. 

A problem common to the interpretation of all studies of per- 
ceptual motor function is that of deciding what specific personality 
variable is responsible for observed differences. Does inferior cogni- 
tive-perceptual functioning reflect impulsivity, lack of ego-sirengih, 
immaturity, regression, or some other attribute? There is also the 
problem of what is cause and what is effect. Does poor perceptual- 
motor control give rise to behavioral impulsivity or is poor per- 
ceptual-motor control a manifestation of a more general lack of 
impulse control? While satisfactory solutions to these problems must 
await further research, the studies of perceptual-motor functioning 
nevertheless are of interest and may shed light, if only by inference, 
on some personality characteristic ‘associated with delinquency. M 

Since there is considerable evidence (Gough and Peterson, 1952; 
Gough, 1960; Peterson, Quay, and Anderson, 1958 ) that at e a 
sizable portion of the delinquent population is lacking in social iza- 
tion either in terms of the values embraced by the larger culture or 
even in terms of the norms of any segment of the population, the 
relative effectiveness of social rewards and punishments has received 


some attention. f . Pe ; iy 
McDavid and Schroeder (1957) have investigated the process Dy 
which a given event might function at the same time as blame to 
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one individual and as praise to another. It was lama Eden 
delinquent boys, having evidenced by their behavior a 7 an 
“proper” response to environmental events of praise an Fale) 
ment, would not discriminate between such positive = nn 
and negative (punishing ) events as clearly or as eos 7 stat 
control Ss. A further assumption was that within the = q . 
group those poorest on such discrimination would be more likely 
be recidivists. ; 

The experimental task consisted of a series of situations, pene 
in story form, for which the S had to choose between two po ie 
interpretations: one indicating a positive and the other a re 
state of self-evaluation. Results indicated first of all that un 
tions were unrelated to age or measured intelligence in a rn 
sample of 750 adolescent males. In a sample of 160 de ing hd 
scores indicated that the delinquents less a, 
positive events as self-positive while at the same time Be hat 
positive events as more self-negative. It was also demonstrate som 
the delinquents were much less able, as a group, to a 
positive from negative events. The hypothesis in regard ie 
cidivism was, however, unsupported. The investigators interp oag 
their results as demonstrating a lack of discriminal ability es 
adolescent delinquents with respect to positive and negative aoa 
personal or situational events, They theorized that ee nd 
antecedents of this undifferentiated interpretation might be je 
in inconsistency of discipline and failure of identification ae 
authority figures. Further, they noted that the high incidence 0 Im 
differentiated interpretation suggests a lack of ability to chang 61) 
a function of situational input. Along similar lines Pesetsky (1 ath 
found that delinquent’s judgments as to the meaning of various a ia 
social acts were less influenced by the context in which the act w 
set than were the judgments of a group of controls. . of 

Added support for the notion of the decreased ee 
situational and interpersonal reinforcers in certain kinds of Using 
quents is provided in a study by Johns and Quay (1962). tar) 
young adults (mean age of 20) who were confined to a mi ee 
stockade, they found those categorized as psychopathic is 
responsive to the verbal reward than those classified as neurotic. 


study has recently been replicated in a sample of more ae 
offenders in the same age group with similar results (Quay and Hunt, 
1965), 
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Studies of Multiple Attributes 


In a series of studies (Hathaway and Monachesi, 1953; Hathaway, 
Monachesi, and Young, 1960; Wirt and Briggs, 1959), a group of 
the University of Minnesota have 
characteristics as measured 


were in the ninth grade, and follow- 
activity have been collecte 
All of these studies have 
combinations of the MMPI scales measuring tendencies toward psy- 


chopathic deviate, schizophrenia, and hyp 


tion while high scores on scale 
and masculinity-femininity presage a lo 
that for the entire sample. These consis 
ples certainly provide evidence that some aspects of personality are 
associated with later delinquency. 

Interpretations going beyond t 
level require considerations of the meaning 0 
MMPI scales. Except for the Psychopathic Deviate scale, where 
many of the Ss in the clinical validation groups were actually adoles- 
cents or young adults already in difficulty with the law, the scales 


predictive of later delinquency were developed by contrasting 
diagnoses with other adults 


groups of adults with certain psychiatric 

without such diagnoses. There is a vast literature (see Dahlstrom 

and Welsh, 1961) on the interpretation of the MMPI, not all of 

which is in agreement as to what basic attributes the various scales 

measure, A further problem in interpretation was pointed out by 

Hathaway and Monachesi (1960) when they noted that test items 
y answered in 


directly related to delinquent activity were frequent! \ 
obviously invalid ways by both delinquents and nondelinquents. 


More subtle problems of interpretation notwithstanding, the Minne- 
sota studies have shown that personality variables of | 
hostility, overactivity, and individualistic thinking are, when foun 

in children, predictive of delinquent activity. However, other p 
sonality characteristics felt to reflect withdrawal, gee om 
symptom-formation, and a tendency toward opposite sex i entifica- 
tion in interests and attitudes have an inhibitory effect in regard to 
delinquent behavior in children. Further, it has been demonstrated 
(Wirt and Briggs, 1959) that while certain of the personality traits 


he simple (but useful) actuarial 
f scores on the various 
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have environmental correlates, others seem independent of obvious 
environmental influence. 

The Minnesota studies are all well done methodologically and 
have the decided advantage of having measured the personality 
characteristics of the subjects before they became delinquent, thus 
assuring that observed differences between delinquents and non- 
delinquents are not produced by the process of arrest, adjudication, 
and incarceration. Since, as is the case with all exploratory studies, 
many comparisons were made, those of statistical significance need 
cross validation before they can be fully accepted as fact. The results 
as they stand certainly suggest that emotional maladjustment is re- 
lated to some delinquency, but certainly not all. Further, the finding 
that certain patterns of emotional maladjustment are inversely re- 
lated to later delinquency is of considerable importance and should 
not be overlooked by those who ascribe delinquency to emotiona 
maladjustment irrespective of its pattern. i 

Reckless and his associates have provided a number of studies in 
which various personality measures have been applied to groups © 
boys judged to be delinquency-prone and control groups judged to 
be relatively delinquency-immune. All of the subjects resided in an 
urban area where the delinquency rate was high. In the initial study 
(Reckless, Dinitz, and Kay, 1957), 101 sixth-grade white boys 
thought by their teachers to be potential delinquents and 125 sixth- 
grade white boys judged by their teachers to be insulated against 
delinquency were administered (1) the Socialization and Responsi- 
bility scales of the California Psychological Inventory (Gough, 
1956), (2) a scale designed to measure some aspects of the self- 
concept, and (3) four items from an occupational preference 
scale previously shown to relate to delinquency. In addition, 
mothers were interviewed and data on social background character- 
istics were obtained. Results indicated that the groups were similar 
on the social factors as might have been expected due to the metho 
of selection. However, fewer of the insulated boys came from 
broken homes. On the Socialization scale the potentially delinquent 
boys scored significantly lower than did the “good” boys; the same 
was true for the Responsibility scale. The results of the self-concept 
measure indicated that a more socialized self-image had been deve 
oped in the insulated group. ` 

‚A second paper (Dinitz, Reckless, and Kay, 1958) reported addi- 
tional data on the potentially delinquent group. Twenty-four g 
these boys were found to already have had police contact for soms 
delinquent act. When these twenty-four were compared with the 
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remaining seventy-seven, it was found that they scored significantly 
lower on socialization and responsibility and perceived themselves 
to be more likely to get into more trouble and less likely to finish 
high school. 

Four years later a follow-up of the good boys (Scarpitti, Murray, 
Dinitz, and Reckless, 1960) succeeded in locating and restudying 
103 of the original 125. For the ninety-nine still in school, the home- 
room teacher was asked to indicate whether the boy was (1) one 
who would not experience difficulty with the law, (2) one who would 
get in trouble, or (3) one about whom she was unsure. Each of 103 
was also cleared through the police and juvenile court files for official 
or unofficial delinquency in the intervening four years. The boys 
were again administered the Socialization scale along with especially 
developed scales to measure attitudes toward involvement with the 
law, rejection of and by the mother and father, and a measure of the 
boys’ concept of friends, school, and self. 

Teacher nominations placed ninety-five of the ninety-nine in 
school in the “good” category. Court records revealed that only four 
of the 103 had become known to the police. Thus, the incidence of 
recorded delinquency in this group which had been predicted non- 
delinquent four years earlier was only 4 per cent. The retest mean 
on the Socialization scale was not significantly different from the 
mean that this group had earned in the original testing, indicating a 
continuing tendency for this group to score positively on socializa- 
tion. As was also the case previously, the boys regard themselves as 
being able to stay out of trouble and to have favorable attitudes 
toward the law and law enforcement officials. Their orientation to 
school remained favorable, and they expressed favorable attitudes to- 
ward parents and friends. 

The follow-up of the vulnerable boys (Dinitz, Scarpitti, and Reck- 
less, 1962) was successful in restudying seventy of the original 101. 
Twenty-seven of these had had “serious and frequent contact with 
the court during the four year interlude between the initial assess- 
ment at 12 years of age and the assessment at 16 years of age 


(p. 516). These twenty-seven boys averaged three plus contacts for 
separate complaints of delinquency: Both the self-concept inventory 
and the socialization scale indicated a continuing tendency to poorer 

legal difficulties. While 


socializati d self-regard with respect to 
ion gne Be repe es would be as (or possibly 


it is likely that the missing thirty-on 
more) delinquent than those restudied, this loss of one-third of the 
original group does pose interpretive problems and illustrates one of 
the practical difficulties in longitudinal research. 
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The Reckless studies are unique in examining those exposed to un- 
usual social influences who do not become delinquent. Here again 
the personality characteristics of impulsivity, aggressiveness, and 
lack of responsibility were found to occur in those who do become 
delinquent. While these investigators feel that the self-concept, as 
influenced by either favorable or unfavorable socialization, is a cru- 
cial variable in either vulnerability or resistance, one can question 
the need for this intervening construct (self-concept) between ae 
experience (socialization), present stimuli (the social setting), an 
current behavior (delinquent or nondelinquent). Wylie (1961) = 
provided an excellent review of the difficulties inherent in the use 0 
such phenomenological constructs. 


STUDIES OF SELECTED Groups 
Solitary Delinquents versus Gang Members 


Wattenberg and Balistrieri (1950) have provided data based on a 
comparison of boys known to be members of gangs with a sample i0 
boys who were not gang participants. Using samples of over 200 
boys in each group who had had police contact in a metropolitan 
area, they found that gang members appeared to have come from 
less well-organized homes which were located in socioeconomically 
low neighborhoods. However, while the non-gang boys came from 
“better” homes in the socioeconomic and organizational sense, they 
were more likely to have been living in homes in which there were 
disturbed family relationships. The gang boys also tended to come 
from more racially mixed neighborhoods. In predicting repeated de- 
linquency, socioeconomic indices were more valid for the non-gar8 
members, 

This study is, of course, plagued by the ever-present problem of 
the reliability of official records, especially since these records relate 
to less easily observable variables. The data are, however, consonant 
with general expectations; the gang delinquents’ greater preva ency 
in economically disadvantaged areas has been the common observa- 
tion, 

A more recent study comparing the personality characteristic of 
boys known to have always been either social or solitary in their de- 
linquencies has been provided by Randolph, Richardson, and ie 
son (1961). These investigators administered the Wechsler Adu 
Intelligence Scale, the MMPI, and a modification of the Warne? 
Index to a sample of thirty-nine social and eighteen solitary delin- 
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quent males. Age range was reported as 14-18; no information was 
given as to race. 

Results indicated that the solitary group was significantly brighter. 
The mean IQ of the solitary boys (105.00) was exceeded by only 15 
per cent of the social group (93.23). More of the “lone wolf” group 
came from the upper middle and lower middle socioeconomic 
groups, whereas more of the social group came from the upper lower 
and lower lower strata. On the MMPI there were no differences on 
the validity scales (L, F, K), and clinical profiles were very similar 
in shape. However, the solitary group had significantly higher mean 
scores on all clinical scales except that for hypomania. As the au- 
thors noted, the data indicate clearly that the two groups differ; the 
solitary delinquent is more intelligent, more emotionally disturbed, 
and more apt to have come from better socioeconomic circumstance. 
The results of this study confirm the earlier conclusion of Watten- 
berg and Balistrieri (1950), especially in regard to the difference in 
socioeconomic level. 


Auto Thieves 


Wattenberg and Balistrieri (1952) have also studied the charac- 
teristics of boys charged with automobile theft as opposed to delin- 
quents charged with other offenses. They compared these two 
groups of offenders (230 auto thieves versus 2544 others) on a total 
of fifty variables obtained from police records with statistically sig- 
nificant differences emerging for fourteen. The automobile violators 
were more likely to have come from a better socioeconomic back- 
ground as indicated by a number of specific variables. They were 
also judged to have significantly better relations with their peers, 
i.e., to be less withdrawn and/or suffering fewer disturbed inter- 


personal relations. The authors interpreted their results as indicative 
of the importance of pe in delinquency since a 


rsonality structure 1 
significant proportion of heft were free from 


those guilty of auto t 
the damaging influence of social disorganization. f 
It does seem likely that the study of delinquents guilty of specified 
offenses taken singly or of multiple offenses forming unitary dimen- 
sions of delinquent activity (see Nye and Short, 1957; Scott, 1959; 
Quay and Blumen, 1963) might be fruitfully pursued. It is possible, 
and it is certainly suggested by the results of the above study, that 
there might be meaningful relationships between certain kinds of de- 
linquent activity and the personality characteristics of the delinquent 
engaged in these activities. 
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A word of caution should be expressed. Even in those studies in 
which the difference between the delinquents and normals are highly 
statistically significant, there is always overlap between the groups. 
While some of this overlap can be attributed to unreliability of meas- 
uring both the independent and dependent variables, one should not 
be misled into thinking that, for example, all delinquents are more 
present-oriented than all controls. Thus, while a given personality 
characteristic may occur more frequently or in greater magnitude, 
in a delinquent group it cannot be argued that this characteristic is 


pathognomic of delinquency. 


RESEARCH IN THE EMPIRICAL DEVELOPMENT OF 
SuBGROUP CLASSIFICATIONS 


Analyses Based on Case History Data 


A pioneering investigation in the development of a classification 
system for problem children by statistical methods was that 0 
Hewitt and Jenkins (1946). These investigators hypothesized that 
children who demonstrated fundamentally different patterns of be- 
havior maladjustment could be shown to have experienced different 
patterns of environmental influences, Since the relationship of the 
behavior syndromes to the family background variables has been 
considered in Chapter 3, only the development of the behavior syn- 
dromes will be discussed here. a 

Hewitt and Jenkins began with a pool of 500 case records of chil- 
dren who had been referred to a child guidance clinic for some 
behavior problem. Ninety-four descriptive phrases about behavior 
were rated as to their presence or absence in each case record. Elim- 
ination of items infrequently noted and items thought not to be 
theoretically important resulted in the retention of forty-five items. 
These forty-five items were then intercorrelated with further analysis 
focusing on the clusters of interrelated traits within this matrix. AC 
cording to the authors, a group of traits was judged to form a cluster 
or syndrome if the traits within it intercorrelated at least .30 an 
were logically consistent with experienced clinical judgment. 

Their procedures resulted in the delineation of three behavioral 
syndromes, which are presented in Table 5-1, Inspection of this table 
will reveal that the statistical criterion requiring no trait interrela- 
tionships of less than .30 was not strictly adhered to, although in the 
three matrices only eight coefficients fall below this value. The next 
step involved locating children who, on the basis of the requirement 
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TABLE 5-1. INTERCORRELATION AMONG THE TRAIT INDICATION 
FOR THE THREE SYNDROMES 


From Hewitt and Jenkins (1946) 


Unsocialized Aggressive 
1 2 3 4 5 6 


87 66 389 .44 39 


1. Assaultive tendencies 
2. Initiatory fighting 37 48 47 24 83 
3. Cruelty 66  .48 39 47 22 
4. Defiance of authority 389 AT 39 52.39 
5. Malicious mischief 44 24 47 52 .39 
6. Inadequate guilt feelings 89 838 22 39 .14 
Socialized Delinquent 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1. Bad companions 27 .57 .56 53 41 53 
2. Gang activities .27 49 44 Al 88 .29 
8. Cooperative stealing 57 49 72 42 81 .10 
4. Furtive stealing 56 44 .72 45 57 29 
5. Habitual school truancy 53 4 4 4 A 57 60 
6. Truancy from home 41 88 81 57 57 45 
7. Staying out late nights 53 .29 .0 .29 .60 45 

Overinhibited 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
1. Seclusiveness 67 83 53 40.88 
2. Shyness .67 42 49 48 33 
3. Apathy 33 .43 36 4 36 
4. Worrying 53 AQ 36 57 24 
5. Sensitiveness 40 48 41 57 .37 
6. Submissiveness 33 36.36 24 37 


f the traits in a syndrome, could be 
Fifty-two children were classified as 


“unsocialized aggressive,” seventy as “socialized delinquent,” and 
seventy-three as “overinhibited.” The number of children who could 
be multiply classified was small: eight cases fit both the unsocial- 
ized” and “socialized” syndromes, five could be included in both the 
“socialized” and “overinhibited,” while none could be doubly classi- 


fied on “unsocialized” or overinhibited. ; 
ion relative to the relation- 


Additional analysis provided informati l 
ship of other behavioral traits to the three behavior patterns. In gen- 


eral, these relationships were in keeping with expectations based 


upon consideration of the psychology of the syndromes. 
A number of issues relative to the design of this study must be con- 


of possession of at least three 0 
said to illustrate the syndrome. 
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sidered. The sample was in no way representative of the urban child 
population from which the majority of legally delinquent children is 
drawn in that 97 per cent of the cases studied were white, 94 per 
cent had American-born parents, and the average age was only 11.5. 
Only 9.2 per cent of their cases were court referred. The fact that 
their population was not representative of the population of legally 
delinquent children was, of course, not central to their concerns but 
is a factor which must be considered when interpreting this study as 
bearing on the classification of delinquents. 

Other methodological points are perhaps more crucial. No data 
were presented in regard to the reliability of either the material a 
the case records or the ratings made from these records. It is wel 
known that case histories themselves tend toward unreliability, and 
that judgments about case material may suffer from a similar lack of 
agreement. A 

The procedure whereby a trait must have met the criteria of n 
ical relevance for inclusion obviously opens the door to biases which 
could have serious results for the validity of the classification scheme. 
Such clinical biases have no place in an empirical statistical analysis, 
and their explicit presence in this study is a potent argument for the 
use of factor analytic rather than inspectional procedures for arriv- 
ing at structural concepts. However, the results do make conceptua 
sense, and the trait clusters have been independently replicated m 
later researches. Hewitt and Jenkins have made a major contribu- 
tion, methodological weaknesses notwithstandin , 

Further research by Jenkins and Glickman (1947) extended ey 
original study to a group of adjudicated delinquents. Working with 
a sample of 300 institutionalized males, they selected cases to repre- 
sent the unsocialized aggressive and the socialized delinquent sy?” 
dromes on the basis of the presence of the traits contained in thes¢ 
categories in behavior ratings. To be classified as unsocialized, a bY 
must have been rated as exhibiting at least three of the following: 
assaultive tendencies, cruelty, defiance, destructiveness, quarr elsome- 
ness, revengefulness, and shamelessness. Fifty-six cases met the er!" 
teria. To be called socialized, a boy must have been rated as mani- 
festing all of the following: gang activity, aggressive stealing, 2” 
cooperative stealing, Seventy-eight boys were so classified. The au- 
thors apparently did not anticipate that the overinhibited syndrome 
would occur in an all-delinquent group. However, sixty-three of the 
boys were rated as showing at least four of the following: apathy, 
daydreaming, depression, inferiority feelings, seclusiveness, sensitive- 
ness, submissiveness, and timidity. Subjects comprising this group 
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were labeled as “disturbed.” Overlap among categories was appre- 
ciably greater than in the earlier study. Eighteen of the “unsocial- 
ized” were also “socialized,” fourteen of the “unsocialized” were also 
“disturbed,” twenty of the “socialized” were also “disturbed,” and six 
cases fell into all three categories. 

After categorizing the Ss, Jenkins and Glickman then investigated 
the relationship of other rated traits to the three categories. Table 
5-2 presents those traits found related above .30 to the three cate- 
gories. As in the earlier study the relationships of the additional 


traits are generally consonant with expectations. 


TABLE 5-2. BEHAVIOR TRAITS CORRELATED WITH THE 
THREE CATEGORIES OF DELINQUENTS 
(From Jenkins and Glickman, 1947) 


Unsocialized 

Aggressive Socialized Disturbed 
Impudence 64 
Bullying 58 
Irritability 52 
Obscenity =) 42 
Feels persecuted ‚48 S 
Temper tantrums 48 
Disobedience 47 34 
Projection ST 35 
Craftiness 85 \ 
Overaggressiveness Se 
Sullenness 83 
Sex manifestations 81 
Active homosexuality .30 38 
Undesirable companions i 45 
Extreme untidiness 43 
Feeding difficulties 42 
Lonesomeness 80 42 
Emotional immaturity 42 
Self-consciousness 40 
Carelessness ‘40 
Overdependence 38 
Fears and phobias 36 
Emotional instability 80 ‚33 
Oddities of behavior 30 


Nostalgia 


i i a ialized aggres- 
Demographic analysis revealed that of the “unsocia i 
sive” ia I per ae were Negro; of the socialized” group, 46 per 
cent were Negro, and of the “disturbed” group, 51 per cent were 
Negro. (The proportion of Negroes in the entire 300 cases or in the 
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training school as a whole was not stated.) The median age oe w- 
groups was 14, and the median IQ was about 80, with no significan 
differences among the groups for either variable. fe 

This study indicated that at least two-thirds of a sample of ma : 
delinquents could be arbitrarily classified as belonging to ae 
more of the three categories. While one-third of the 300 cases me 
not fit any of the categories, had the case records been more a 
plete or more reliable, it might have been possible to classify an add 
tional number of cases. 

A replication and extension of these two studies has recently pon 
provided by the writer (Quay, 1964). The case histories of 115 insti- 
tutionalized adolescent delinquents were rated on a check list = 
taining, among others, the Jenkins and Glickman traits. Fac z 
analysis revealed (see Table 5-3) that three factors, labeled ur 
cialized-psychopathic,” “neurotic-disturbed,” and “sub-cultura m i 
cialized,” accounted for most of the variance. A fourth factor, ca a 
“incompetent-immature,” was also found although it accounted fo 
relatively little of the variance. 58 

Hart, Jenkins, Axelrod, and Sperling (1943) studied a sample \ ‘ 
per cent Negro, 42 per cent white) of 300 institutionalized ae s 
ranging in age from 12 to 15 for whom extensive case records ha 
been prepared by mental health personnel and other institution = 
After preliminary study, twenty-five traits and behaviors were $ 
lected for analysis and Ss histories searched so that the presence h 
absence of each of the twenty-five variables could be rated for eac 
boy. 
The first factorial analysis was made by a method which the au- 
thors refer to as a “directed analysis” (p. 195). This analysis resulte 
first in the identification of a factor labeled “group stealing” en 
was composed of the variables of cooperative stealing, aggressiv 3 
stealing, gang activity, and, to a lesser extent, the traits of submis 
siveness and destructiveness. A second factor was then extract : 
which was labeled “temper-assault” and was composed of temp 
tantrums, assaultive tendencies, emotional instability, fo 
inferiority feeling, Overaggressiveness, and, to a lesser degree, leade 
ship distractiveness, and attention-getting behavior. 

At this point both the directed analysis and the more wel 
centroid method were applied in extracting additional factors. ‘ 
the same time rotation procedures, which result in correlated mace 
were employed. Needless to say, interpretation at this point becom 
difficult since alternative factors with different compositions are i 
sible. Factor three, now correlated with the temper-assault factor 
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TABLE 5-3. ROTATED FACTOR MATRIX 
From Quay (1964) 


Factor 
Variable I I II IV h? 
1. Assaultive ° .14 54 —.16 —.03 34 
2. Has bad companions °° 59 06 —.02 —.08 36 
8. Seclusive °°° 88 u .07 .08 AT 
4. Engages in gang activities °° 58 —04 —16 —13 33 
5. sas wi? eal 46 04 383 
6. Engages in cooperative stealing °° 15 —.06 —.02 Al .19 
7. Quarrelsome —.09 43 —.12 —.20 ‚25 
8. Loses interest quickly 05 —05 —.08 18 03 
9. Defies authority ° 14 47 —.26 .06 381 
10. Engages in furtive stealing °° —.25 18 —.15 .02 .12 
000 13 — 017 67 04 AT 


11. Worries 
12. Engages in malicious mischief ° .00 01 —.21 .06 .05 
23 AT 04 Al .09 


13. Habitually truant from school °° 2 
14. Sensitive °°° —.04 13 70 —.01 ‚Sl 
15. Unable to cope with complex world .02 .04 .06 ‚55 .30 
16. Timid —.17 —.09 .59 15 41 
17. Inadequate guilt feelings ° . 
18. Habitually truant from home Sa 
19. Stays out late at night >»? 48 —.05 —.26 25 ‚36 
20. Irritable .03 d . 
21. Accepted by delinquent subgroup -63 —.15 —.09 —.32 53 
22. Verbally aggressive, impudent —.04 56 —.19 .00 35 
23. Strong allegiance to selected peers F s . 
24. Incompetent, immature ,20 .08 02 36 7 
25. Feels persecuted, others unfair = B 
26. Has anxiety over own behavior —.23 —.07 42 01 23 
e one little concern for others 
. Unable to profit by praise or pun- 
men” vE p —.28 31 —.31 —.03 27 
29. Suspicious —.12 00 —.19 —.12 .06 


° Appears in Hewitt and Jenkin’s Unsocialized Aggressive cluster. 
°° Appears in Hewitt and Jenkin’s Socialized Delinquent cluster. 
°°° Appears in Hewitt and Jenkin’s Overinhibited cluster. 


n, was called “ego-compensation” 
tting behavior, overaggressiveness, 
feriority feelings, active homosex- 


a function of the oblique rotatio 
and was composed of attention-ge 


bravado, passive homosexuality, in n 
uality, enuresis, and negativism. A fourth factor, named “street 


gang,” was made up of staying out late at night, gang activity, tru- 
ancy, and furtive stealing. In regard to this factor the authors report 
that “it is distinct from the delinquent gang activity reflected in 
group stealing, and inspection of the original matrix indicates it 
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would have appeared as a distinct factor had the centroid method 
been used throughout” (p. 197). The fifth factor was labeled ag- 
gressiveness” and was composed of the presence of aggressiveness 
but the absence of passive homosexuality and furtive stealing if one 
interprets the solution provided by the directed analysis. If the 
centroid results are preferred, this factor is composed of the woe | 
of aggressive stealing, active homosexuality, furtive stealing, an 
inferiority feelings. A final factor was labeled “leadership” and was 
composed of the traits of leadership on the positive pole and seclu- 
siveness and destructiveness on the negative. 

Unfortunately, this study does not represent the best use of the 
factor analytic method. As it stands it would appear that the clusters 
of “unsocialized,” “socialized,” and “disturbed” defined in the eae | 
ous studies have their counterparts in “temper assault,” “group steal 
ing,” and “ego-compensation.” The additional three factors are = 
easily interpreted, but they might well have been collapsed into ae 
first three had a centroid or principal axis method been used through 
out. It seems legitimate to conclude, however, that this study is 
generally confirmatory of the earlier studies if one assumes compa- 
rability of factors on the basis of seeming similarity of their comp 
nent variables, 

Reiss (1952) has approached the problem of the isolation of sub- 
types and the discovery of the correlates of these subtypes in 4 
different way. From the analysis of case history records, psychia- 
trists and social workers classified subjects into one of three cate- 
gories, the categories apparently having been chosen a prior: 
Category one was that of the relatively integrated delinquent who 
was described as an “adolescent with relatively integrated persona 
controls who in all probability will become a mature adult.” The 
second subtype was labeled the delinquent with markedly weak e8° 
controls who was viewed as having low self-esteem and manifesting 
insecurity or as being highly aggressive and hostile. Group three Was 
referred to as the delinquent with relatively defective superego CO?” 
trols and was described as failing to internalize the social controls 
of middle class society, and as experiencing little guilt over theit 
delinquent acts, Following the classification of Ss, various socl@ 
indices were examined for their possible differential relationships 
with the three subtypes, : 

Over 100 comparisons were made, and many significant relation” 
ships emerged which tended to further characterize the subtypes: 
Weak ego delinquents were found to reside less frequently in er 
high delinquency areas as compared to the other two groups; tO . 
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more apt to still be in school, to be less likely to have foreign-born 
fathers, to be more withdrawn from social participation, and to be 
more likely to be solitary offenders. This pattern of associated vari- 
ables suggests that the weak ego or emotionally disturbed delinquent 
is more likely to come from an area of less social disorganization and 
to be less of a participant in the delinquent peer culture; in short, his 
delinquencies seem likely to be a function of personality maladjust- 
ment which is being manifested in acting-out behavior. 

On the other hand, the defective superego delinquent was found 
less often in the settled residential areas, was less likely than the 
defective ego type to still be in school, was more apt to have a 
foreign-born father, more likely to have come from a home in which 
the father was absent but siblings present, and was more frequently 
a gang member. This group then seemed to typify the lower class 
delinquent whose delinquencies reflect either the lack of identifica- 
tion with middle class standards, or the direct participation in a cul- 
ture with values opposed to those of the middle class, or both. 

Finally, the well-integrated delinquent was more likely to have 
achieved some high school education, more likely than the weak ego 
to be employed if school had been terminated, less likely to be from 
a home broken by separation, desertion, or divorce, and less likely to 
be from a home characterized by marked conflicts. This group also 
appeared more likely to be older (15-16) at first court contact and 


to be less often a recidivist. 

This study, like that of Hewitt and Jenkins, suffers from the un- 
known reliability of both the case history data and the judgments 
made from them. While the subtypes evolved bear considerable re- 
semblance to those isolated statistically in previous research, it is, of 
course, quite possible that knowledge of just this previous research 
may have influenced the judges in their category definitions. Then, 


too, as Reiss himself points out (p. 711), the relationships between 
may have been in- 


the social indices and the psychological types 

flated because of the possible use of these very indices by the judges 
in assigning Ss to the categories. Methodological considerations not- 
withstanding, this study represents another contribution to our 
understanding of the differences between delinquents and is another 
link in the chain of evidence suggesting that a meaningful analysis 
of the delinquency phenomena must take into account the presence 
of subgroups within the population of delinquents. 
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Analysis of responses to questionnaire 


and 

r been taken by Peterson ! 

roach to the problem has rn 

Zune Er collaborators (Peterson, Quay, oe Sam ec ame 
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ns to total variance led to the te 
otations were performed: an ape A 
n of the results indicates that the ort 108 


the orthogonal solution, it was presented in 
their results, ia 
The first factor was composed of items implying the presence o 
tough, amoral, rebellious attitude c 


both social instit 
ychopathic deli 
were accompani g the presence of remorse, ten: 
sion, guilt, and depression This factor was considered a manifesta 
tion of neuri actor consisted entirely of items 
n the family. The fourth factor 
© interpret; however, the items did suggest a 
nce and pervasive failure, and this factor was 
tentatively entitled “inadequacy,” Factor five was also less straight- 


forward, but appeared to be related most closely to a history of 
scholastic maladjustment. 


A follow-up study ( Quay, Peterson, and 
further explore the meaning of the three p 
ing scores on them to other variable thou 


feeling of incompete 


Consalvi, 1960) sought to 
ersonality factors by relat- 
ght to be associated. In a 
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sample of 170 consecutive admissions to a training school, the psy- 
chopathy factor was found to have low but significant positive 
relationships with commitment for crime against the person, re- 


cidivism, problem behavior while incarcerated, and longer insti- 


tionalization. In another sample of ninety-three boys in a different 
related only to the chil- 


institution, the neurotic delinquency factor 
dren’s form of the manifest anxiety scale while the psychopathy 
factor was unrelated to this variable. While neither psychopathy nor 
neuroticism was related to intelligence, the factor which has been 
tentatively labeled “inadequacy” showed a low (—.23) but statis- 
tically significant negative relationship. The results of this study 
ee interpreted as confirmatory of the interpretation which had 
een given the factors and gave impetus to a more ambitious study. 
re study (Peterson, Quay, and Tiffany, 1961) involved the 
er ys of additional questionnaire items with demonstrated rela- 
ra hips to delinquency. Four hundred six subjects were used, 
R equally divided between institutionalized delinquency and 
high school students, and also approximately equally divided be- 
tween the Midwest and middle South. Items selected for analysis 
came from a number of sources: the fifty-nine items comprising the 
factors identified previously with nine additional items hypothesized 
to measure the inadequacy dimension; the items comprising the 
P ersonal Index (Loofbourow and Keys, 1933); a selected group of 
items from the KD Proneness Scale (Kvaraceus, 1950); thirty-three 
items from the MMPI related to delinquency (Hathaway and Mon- 
achesi, 1957); and 121 items developed in a program of research 
with young offenders in the U.S. Navy ( Hanley, 1954). 

These items were organized into four separate “tests” and were 
administered to the sample noted previously. Since it was not possi- 
ble to factor a matrix as large as would have been provided by the 
Itercorrelations of the entire set of items, each test was first factored 
independently. Then these factors were rotated and interpreted, 
actor scores were calculated for these first order factors, these factor 
Scores were intercorrelated over the entire subject sample, and this 
Matrix of intercorrelations was factor-analyzed. 

Results were surprisingly straightforward and consistent. Most of 
the “tests” contained factors independently labeled “neuroticism 
and “psychopathy,” as well as those factors appearing to relate to a 

ackground of delinquent activity. In the higher order analysis the 
factors in the individual “tests” aligned themselves, without excep- 
tion, in accordance with their independently assigned labels. This 
second factor study indicated that most of the variance in a wide 


TABLE 5-4. ROTATED FACTOR Loapincs WITH Loapincs 
FROM OTHER STUDIES FOR COMPARISON ° 
From Quay & Quay (1965) 


Factors 
Peterson’s uay’s uay’s 
5th and 6th apes weve 
Grades Delinquents Delinquents 7th Grade 8th Grade 
Variable I I h? I H I h? I II I I Ill I uU mM 
Restless 12 63 40 15 70 —04 51 20 70 14 46 37 03 44 04 
Attention seeking 22 48 28 19 6l —08 42 02 76 —07 70 20 0l 49 —09 
Inability to have fun 19 —27 ll 03 —15 31 12 48 —09 60 28 22 39-12 10 
Self-conscious 55 —22 85 —11 00 54 30 63 16 48 —05 39 59 —08 00 
Disruptive 14 64 48 21 0-12 56 11 76 —05 77 1l 00 67 15 
Feelings of inferiority 66 01 43 17 -07 57 36 62 17 47 05 29 65 06 05 
Boisterousness 07 60 86 15 60 —03 39 —09 68 14 71 18 00 69 08 
Preoccupation 52 18 28 62 —04 21 43 41 37 60 14 28 18 —21 48 
Shyness 42 —85 29 00 —42 38 381 51 —13 54 —28 18 59 —27 08 
Withdrawal 55 —11 31 12 -18 15 07 60 05 67 —06 04 41 —34 27 
Short attention span 25 59 41 56 44 11 51 29 60 11 59 28 19 37 55 
Lack of confidence 59 —13 36 22 —17 63 47 58 16 66 12 30 57 08 22 
Inattentive 21 64 45 58 46 —08 54 28 69 24 64 18 2 50 52 
Easily flustered 41 04 16 02 14 34 18 58 24 55 19 46 60 21 25 
Lack of interest 47 44 42 48 —02 —02 23 28 51 49 49 —02 29 —03 47 
Reticence 08 —23 18 09 41 14 14 —04 25 
Laziness in school 88 57 42 59 22-15 41 31 37 20 55 00 09 24 66 
Irresponsibility 88 67 58 51 29 00 34 20 65 34 75 00 
Daydreaming 48 32 34 57 18 20 38 47 49 70 08 26 —07 41 50 
Disobedience 01 58 34 2 62 00 43 11 86 11 74 00 —03 64 06 
Uncooperativeness 25 36 —07 19 21 7 15 74 01 —04 59 18 
Aloofness 13 -27 09 20 -—32 22 18 31 05 29 —01 02 20 —80 27 
Passive, suggestible 12 47 28 88 18 14 18 30 52 21 47 30 28 12 27 
Hyperactivity -16 48 25 —01 54 08 29 03 49 03 37 53 —05 60 09 
Distractibility 09 62 40 36 59 —11 48 26 72 30 34 62 03 46 53 
Impertinence 13 47 24 1 33 07 12 08 76 21 62 29 -16 57 02 
Lethargy 47 06 22 27-17 02 10 43 31 62 22 —05 29 —16 58 
Nervous, jittery u 26 of —14 28 35 22 26 50 42 22 48 40 39 17 


° Decimal places omitted. 
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pony be L ra er items could be understood on a function of 
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backerounde s isturbed, and the dimension called “delinquent 
tik om 4 vegestng the acceptance of delinquent mores with- 
ne eier Aa ee Needless to say, parallels between 
y= = A ma k sar idag in the research utilizing case 


Analysis of Behavior Ratings 


In two recent studies (Qua i i 
„tw € y, 1964a, 1966), behavior ratings 
ei ar male delinquents have oe subjected to oa 
ni = t both studies a check list of problem behavior was filled 
Together, th subject by cottage officers and/or academic teachers. 
ii: Se = t ese Ss covered an age range of 11 through 18. In both 
= nr factors clearly emerged: psychopathy, neuroticism or 
noted ae disturbance, and inadequacy-immaturity. It should be 
do hat the problem check list, first analyzed by Peterson (1961), 
= not contain items relevant to subcultural or gang delinquency. 
alias the same behavioral check list has been studied in samples of 
z T school students (Peterson, 1961; Quay and Quay, 1965), it is 
possible to compare the factor structure between delinquent samples 
or LOADINGS IN TABLE 5-4 


Tas: 
LE 5-5. COEFFICIENTS OF FACTOR SIMILARITY F 
(“Validity” values italicized) 


From Quay & Quay (1965) 
Seventh Grade 
I Il I 
Con- Imma- Con- 


Eighth Grade 
II II 
Person- 


Person- d li 
5 t tui uct ali 
p~ Grade: sid = oe a 
mmaturity (I) 67 .70 
Conduet (II) .09 83 
we ersonality (III) 70 —-15 
a s Fifth and Sixth Grades: 
ersonality (I) £ 91 23 61 .18 .80 
3 B à 8 L 


Q Conduct (II) 50 
ed s Adolescent Delinquents: 

eurotic (I) 91 .20 .60 .02 75 

Psychopathic (II) 42 93 72 84 00 

f .58 ‚44 55 58 


Immature (III) 55 
N s Preadolescent Delinquents: 
eurotic (I) a o au © 
Psychopathic (II) 10 88 45 93  —.06 
w 56 8 2 26 


Immature (III) 
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and “normal” grammar and junior high school pupils. Tables 5-4 and 
5-5, taken from Quay and Quay (1965), indicate the high degree of 
similarity which is present. Certainly these basic dimensions of 
problem behavior are not the exclusive property of institutionalized 
delinquents. Rather, the evidence is that the average scores on the 
dimensions are simply higher when adjudicated delinquents are 
sampled. This fact should be considered before delinquents are 


thought of as a group apart from “problem” children not actually 
afoul of the law. 


Personality Dimensions versus Personality Types 


Miller (1958) has emphasized the need to distinguish between the 
concept of a pattern of traits and a typology of persons who possess 
a given pattern of traits. He has noted that the existence of such a 
given pattern of traits as might be discovered through factor analysis 
does not mean that there has to be a group of individuals who can be 
characterized as being of a given “t ype” because of their possession 
of this one particular pattern of traits and no other, Thus, the ex- 
istence of such a cluster of traits as Hewitt and Jenkins (1946) 

" ” does not necessarily mean that 
d a group of delinquents who possess all or a ma- 


and none or only a small minority 
acterizing other patterns, 


i i analysis of specific 
traits which had been either explicitly or implicitly hypothesized to 


€rpersonal problems; the un- 
» hostile, and lacking a sense 
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subsamples were obtained to check the rater’s reliability; coefficents 
averaged .76. A boy was selected if his rating score for a single type 
was in the upper 27 per cent of the entire group while at the same 
time his score for the other two patterns was below the median. In 
addition to thirty-two “socialized,” thirty-one “emotionally dis- 
turbed,” and nineteen “unsocialized aggressive” selected by this pro- 
cedure, seventeen boys having scores in the upper 27 per cent for 
both “socialized” and “unsocialized aggressive” traits were used as 
an additional group and labeled “socialized-aggressive.” The four 
groups appeared to be equated for age and IQ although no signifi- 
cance tests for the differences were provided by Miller. 

In order to test his hypothesis, Miller administered a number of 
personality measures including a group TAT, the Sc and F scales of 
the MMPI, a story-completion test designed to measure guilt, the 
Edwards Personal Preference Schedule, and the Impulsivity Scale 
of Gough’s California Psychological Inventory. 

For an initial analysis, groups were compared on all variables by 
means of an analysis of variance with subsequent “t tests. Signifi- 
cant F ratios (.05 level) were found for the variables of hostility, 
impulsivity, reality contact (Sc and F scales), and Need Aggression. 
In amount of hostility, the “unsocialized aggressive” were signifi- 
cantly higher than both the “socialized” and “socialized aggressive 
but failed to exceed the emotionally disturbed group. The latter ex- 
ceeded the “socialized” but not the “socialized aggressive.” In im- 
pulsivity the “unsocialized” exceeded the “socialized” but not the 
other two groups, while the disturbed also exceeded the “socialized.” 
For the MMPI Sc scale the “unsocialized” exceeded all but the dis- 
turbed while the disturbed themselves exceeded the “socialized.” 
On MMPI F the “unsocialized” exceeded the “socialized” and the 

Socialized aggressive.” In measured Need Aggression the unso- 
cialized” exceeded the “socialized” and the “disturbed” with no other 


comparisons significant. Thus, as Miller points out, the “unsocialized 
aggressive” is the most divergent group in manifesting a pattern of 
hostility, impulsivity, poor reality contact, and Need a ont oe 
However, with the exception of Need Aggression, the disturbed 
group shows the same patterns of elevation of these variables when 
compared to the two socialized groups. Only on Need ee 
was the unsocialized group differentiated from the disturbed. The 

dependence of the un- 


results, to this point, suggest the relative in 
le ıps but fail to provide support for 


socialized and unsocialized grov 
= Oo . g. . & 
n the unsocialized and the disturbed. 


hypothesized differences betweer S : er: 
In an additional analysis Miller investigated the interrelationships 
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among the personality variables themselves in order to investigate 
the possibility that they might all be measures of a single factor. 
Applying a method of analysis which Miller (p. 16) refers to as 
“  . cluster analysis, a technique based on Thurston’s (sic) group 
method.” Three oblique factors were obtained. The first factor was 
characterized primarily by impulsivity, Sc, and F; the second er 
by hostility, absence of neurotic guilt, lack of expressed guilt, an 

lack of need achievement; while factor three loaded most highly on 
insecurity and admission of problems. Information relative to the 


amount of obliqueness, i.e., the correlations between the three fac- 
tors, was not presented, 


Miller interpreted his results a 
hypothesis relative to the expected differences between the three 


by Tiffany, Peterson, and Quay (1961) 
tionalized males wer 
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quency and were asked to Q-sort these items; this procedure allows 
correlations to be computed between Ss rather than between items 
or tests. A factor analysis of this type matrix results in factors com- 
posed of Ss similar by virtue of having responded similarly to the 
items on the Q-sort. 

Results were on the whole unrevealing. “Ss did not coalesce into 
types. They distributed themselves diffusely and normally over the 
_ four-dimension space defined by the vectors. However useful a 

typology might be, the behavior of these delinquents did not permit 
non-arbitrary classification” (p. 21). In essence, it was not possible 
to locate enough Ss who loaded highly enough on only one factor to 
permit a meaningful interpretation in terms of types. 

A similar analysis was made by Bowen (1960). His Ss were 


ninety-four men confined to a military stockade whose mean age was 


just over 21. The method was identical to that of the Tiffany et al. 
cal: the presence of a 


(1961) study. The results were also identi 
typology sufficient to account for an appreciable number of subjects 
in the delinquent population was not demonstrated. 

The results of these studies suggest that it is imperative that such 
constructs as unsocialized aggressive, neurotic delinquent, and weak 
ego be considered as dimensions of personality associated with delin- 
quency rather than as types of delinquents. It is true that individuals 
can be found whose characteristics are quite predominately those 
of a single dimension. But these individuals will be the exception 
and should be recognized as such. ; ; 

Various research approaches in the development of dimensions of 
behavior related to delinquency have apparently produced results 
of considerable comparability. it seems likely that delinquent males 
can now be most meaningfully studied within a four-dimensional 
framework, The first dimension i of a constellation of 
attitudes, opinions, and behavior tendencies which reflect a basic 
lack of socialization and emotional rapport with others. The second 
dimension also involves overtly hostile behavior, but here this be- 
havior is accompanied by feelings of guilt, anxiety, unhappiness, and 
concern. This dimension seems closely akin to what has been re- 
ferred to in adults as alloplastic neuroticism. The third dimension 
involves the acceptance of standards, values, and ways of behaving 
which are at variance with the legal code and with the mores of the 
larger community but quite in keeping with the subculture in which 
many delinquents find themselves. This dimension does not repre- 
sent a true lack of socialization—only a deficiency in socialization 
from the reference point of the middle class culture. Neither does 


s comprised 
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it appear that emotional disturbance, either subjective or objective, 
is involved. Finally, there is a dimension of inadequacy, immaturity, 
and general inability to cope with complex situations. This constel- 
lation of characteristics is less well documented and certainly ac- 
counts for a much smaller portion of the variance in the personalities 
of delinquents than do the other three dimensions, 

While we have assumed that research based on the ratings of be- 
havior as inferred from case histories and research based on the 


e 
analysis of questionnaire data had produced equivalent results, some 


caution must be voiced. As the literature so well reveals ( Becker, 


1960; Cattell, 1961), comparability of factor structure across data 


media can only be assumed until factor scores across these media 
have been empirically related, 


CONCLUSIONS 


While some studies of heterogeneous groups of delinquents have 
produced interesting and conceptually meaningful results, it now 
appears that greater rewards will come from the detailed study of 
more homogeneous subgroups as these may be isolated by statistical 
means. The research in primary personality dimensions has now 
provided us with meaningful ways to order or to group delinquents, 
and it appears that seeking the causes and correlates of these dimen- 
sions will be more fruitful than attempting to study the “delinquent.” 


In fact, many promising leads, such as are reflected in the studies of 
time orienta 
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INTRODUCTION 


Ta PREDICTION of delinquency can be seen as the first step in Be 
ing control of juvenile delinquency. While there has been a tren 
in recent research and 


action programs to approach delinquency 
control without reference to prediction, the earlier studies empha- 
sized the prediction and then the control measures, Prediction is 
viewed as an urgently needed first step toward delinquency entrel 
The emphasis on delinquency control comes from the desire at a 
levels of society to change the behavior patterns of nonconforming 
individuals in order to further general standards of conduct. Business 
groups of the past emphasized the work ethic and are presently 


ce of school achievement. The educators of the 
past emphasized the importance of citizenship and now, along with 


emphasize achievement. Citizens’ organizations 
Press for opportunities which will enable youth to maximize their 


erse influences, and, at times, 
s from the past. All of these interested groups 
grossly nonconforming be- 
eniently designated antisocial, Parents 
al class are, within their own class, concerned 
n of their ideals. Static class groups resent the 
nerally lower, social class values, Upwardly 
greater social flexibility and the expression of 


3 £ a alues in their children. Parental concern for 
their children and the availability of certain goals should not be 


confused with the possibly conflicting nature of these goals. 
170 


have taken strong 
havior, much of whi 
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History and political theory both emphasize the importance of 
youth and the importance that societies have attached to the preser- 
vation of their own values. Since Socrates was executed for the 
corruption of youth, insightful political theorists have never needed 
to further emphasize the vulnerability that society feels about 
tampering with the values of the younger generation. 

While Plato and the early traditional philosophers attempted to 
stabilize and better society through the assignment of younger mem- 
bers to useful if not prescribed roles, other philosophers, developing 
their ideas in the context of social reform, have suggested the im- 
portance of the basic nature of man, such as in Rousseau’s concept 
of the natural man. In the latter, perspective society is seen as the 
corruptor. 

Without doubt, much of the impetus for predicting and controlling 
juvenile delinquency stems from the political forces that counter 
nonconformity in all established societies. The zealous revolution- 
aries of the early Bolshevik movement were the young members of 
Russian society. Indeed, many of their most heroic acts were per- 
formed by teen-agers. Even more dramatic, because of its visibility, 
was the importance of the youth group in the development of polit- 
ical power within Nazi Germany. The likeness of these early Brown- 
shirts to the present-day street gangs is appalling. 

Thus, delinquency control is really an age-old institution now 
clothed in the newest scientific garb. Delinquency control, or youth 

by the fight against the extreme 


control, is joined in this position i 
nonconformity of “mental illness” and the more positive attempt to 
5 in the mental hygiene movement. 


further “adjustment” that we see 

We are not suggesting that delinquency control or the other move- 
ments stemming from the needs in society for social conformity are, 
in fact, the same in their result as witch burning, political persecu- 
tion, or confinement to the infamous Bedlam insane asylum of the last 


century. Indeed not, for although society may have less tolerance 
for deviation and there may be greater resources to produce con- 
balance in the arguments for 


formity, the new, if not revolutionary, a r f 
social control of delinquency partakes of a new refrain which, like 


the Christian ethic, suggests that it is best for both youth and society 
to be preserved from delinquency. Although there is a suggestion 
that society knows best, this is really in line with the reward-oriented 
culture into which we have entered. Our society offers less in reward 
to those who follow grossly antisocial paths. The revolution in direc- 
tion then stems from the fact that greater social reward does follow 
nondelinquent behavior, and that youth following such paths are 
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confirmed in their expectation that it generally “pays off” to prefer 
socially acceptable behavior. , 

To kave ae the early political and philosophical theories ba 
the origins of delinquency (or sin) and to undertake a re c 
enterprise in understanding, predicting, and controlling youthful ee 
havior is, indeed, a social revolution. The revolutionary aspect is in 
the belief that rewards offered for behavior will, in fact, both justify 
and preserve the system. Orwell in 1984 (1949) and Huxley in 
Brave New World (1932) have exploited and exposed the innocence 
of this argument. Rogers and Skinner (1956) have attracted con- 
siderable attention in their attempts to resolve differences concerning 
the ethical issue of behavior control. In the meantime, we should 
not overlook the fact that science is the agent of the culture: a great 
percentage of behavioral research is actually sponsored by govern- 
ment. 

If prediction and control of juvenile delinquency are successful, 
then delinquency may be a phenomenon that, but for present el 
tific attention, may be just a passing social pest. On the other hand, 
it is possible that juvenile delinquency is only the name for the yet 
uncontrolled behavior of youth which will change only in form and 
cause, as societies and parents differently affect their youngsters. 


FACTORS RELATING To DELINQUENCY 

Prediction, in the sophisticated sense, can 

. . * « » [73 . . - 
prediction in the sense of hunch,” of “wise observation,” of “com 
mon sense,” and of “rule by thumb” that is often—sometimes of ne- 
trative decision-making, These gross obser- 


points out, sometimes fit one or another 
particular theory of etiology and then are a 


be distinguished from 


The Individual 


Observations concerning the individual range from speculation 
about the contribution of hereditary factors to delinquency (McCord 


and McCord [1956], Cleckley [1941], Mullins [1945]) and gross 
morphology (Lombroso [1918], Goring [1919], Hooton [1939], Shel- 
don [1949] ) through more car 


eful physiological studies (Lindner 
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[1942-1943], Lykken [1956], Stafford-Clark and Ponds [1951]) and 
studies of neurological functioning (Knott & Gottlieb [1943], Ostrow 
and Ostrow [1946]) to those of individual differences in intelligence 

(Merrill [1947], Metfessel and Lovell [1942], Goldfarb [1945]) and 
personality (Friedlander [1945], Bettleheim [1950], Johnson and 
Szurek [1952], Aichorn [1935], and Bennett [1960] ). 

‚Each of these and many other studies have come up with rela- 
tionships, sometimes of statistical significance, which show an as- 
sociation between one or more personal physical or psychological 
characteristics and antisocial behavior. Thus, while Mullins (1945) 
can argue that families with a history of criminal behavior tend to 
produce more than their share of delinquent offspring, McCord and 
McCord (1956) point out that these tendencies do not follow the 
line of closest blood kinship. In the earliest anthropometric studies 
of criminals, Lombroso (1918) found a high rate of stigmata, but 
Goring (1919) found no difference when he used a control group. 
Instead, he attributed the delinquent tendencies to defective intel- 
ligence. But Goldfarb (1945) asserts that the lower average intel- 
ligence is due to early deprivation, and Merrill (1947) reminds us 
that the range of intellect in delinquents overlaps the range of the 
general population and that we have more opportunity to observe 
the delinquency of those with low intellect. Sheldon et al. (1949) 
have related the mesomorphic body type to delinquent behavior, 
and Glueck and Glueck (1950) did indeed find more mesomorphs 
than any other type in their large sample. Yet, 40 per cent of their 
sample represented other varieties of physique, and we know that 
most muscular men are not in prison. There are studies by Lindner 
(1942) and by Lykken (1957) which suggest that some delinquents, 
especially those psychiatrically diagnosed as psychopathic, are 
physiologically underreactive to painful or anxiety-arousing stimuli. 
These findings and those by Stafford-Clark (1951) showing develop- 
mental anomalies and dysplasias at the morphological level have 


led some investigators to posit a theory of physiological immaturity 
as the etiologic basis for delinquency. In addition, the electro- 
encephalographic studies of delinquents by Knott and Gottlieb 
(1943) and of Ostrow and Ostrow (1946) and others show patterns 
which Stafford-Clark (1951) believes are evidence of neurological 
immaturity. The data from all such studies come from highly select 
groups and do not account for the substantial incidence of similar 
findings in nondelinquent populations or substantial absence of such 
findings in the general delinquent population. 
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The Family 


The parent-child relationship is viewed by most psychiatrists as 
„the critical factor in the development of personality, including those 
“ who become delinquent. Friedlander (1945) emphasizes the failure 

of superego development in some (those who become delinquent ) 
and its overdevelopment in others (those who become neurotic). 
Bennett’s (1960) study of those differences contains findings which 
generally support Friedlander’s position. Johnson and Szurek (1952) 
delimit the superego problem involved. Their construction provides 
for the development of holes in the superego which permit anti- 
social behavior to become manifest as a result of the parents’ encour- 
aging the child to act out their own unconscious rebellious attitudes. 
Aichorn (1935) emphasizes that the failure within the family resides 
in inappropriate affectional ties, rejection, or smothering love; Bet- 
tleheim (1950) notes that “love is not enough” to prevent noncon- 
formity. Most of these theorists center their observations on mother- 
child relationships (e.g., Parsons, 1947), although Andry (1960) 
reminds us of the important role of fathers. All such clinical and 
statistical surveys of delinquent and delinquogenic families give 
important interpersonal data which appear to relate to the emergence 
of child delinquency, However, neither is there a general theory of 
the phenomenon nor does any one adequately explicate the behavior 
to be observed, They are more useful in planning individual treat- 
ment programs than in building useful indices of prediction. The 
more extended net of social influences in the development of delin- 


quency is emphasized by some sociologists and anthropologists who 
take into account the force of culture as a determinant of noncon- 
formity. 


The Culture 


They may add to each other's 
ess, for example, varying from 
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the oversized “zoot” suit popular in the 1940’s to the too-tight “i 
league” attire fancied by some gang members i ie Bee 
ue \ gang s in the 1960’s. But 
empirical studies (e.g. Wirt and Briggs, 1959) suggest that these 
fads reflect the mode of the general adolescent culture more clearly 
hir any particular segments within it. Cloward and Ohlin (1960), 
Burg on Merton’s (1957) theory, provide an understanding of 
elinquent behavior resulting from the barriers to opportunity” for 
wealth and power among culturally deprived youth. These soci- 
ological explanations of delinquency ‘are weakened by the occurrence 
of many nondelinquents in the same areas. Early efforts to measure 
delinquency (Robison, 1936) and recent efforts, such as those of 
Nye (1948), to detect the “unofficial” delinquent by self-report 
methods may make tests of these theories more practicable. As it 
stands, the fact seems to be that some conflict of generations be- 
comes ‘manifest in adolescence, and that this sometimes is generalized 
against the adult society, particularly by lower class boys and girls 
who lack opportunities for achievement. These findings do not, 
however, advance us very far in working out reliable prediction 


systems. 


The Ecology 


Even before Clifford Shaw's (1929) pioneering study which 
showed official delinquency rates to be high in areas which are 
changing from residential to business, the association of high delin- 
quency rates to other indices of social disorder was known. Juvenile 
delinquency correlates with family disruption, with adult crime, with 
poverty, with disease. If demographic census data are available, it 


is not difficult to predict which areas of a city will have the highest 
delinquency rates, as Lander has shown. Robison points out that 
s the personality studies of the 


these ecological studies, as well a 
pirically established rela- 


Gluecks, attribute causality to certain em 
tionships. This level of analysis does not account for what may be 


more fundamental determinants, such as social role (Linton, 1936), 
social class (Cohen, 1955), and social structure (Whyte, 1955), as 
well as the many variables discussed in the sections above. Such 
criticism is justified in terms of developing useful definitions of delin- 
quency, useful theories of etiology, useful programs of treatment and 
prevention, but not for developing useful methods of prediction. 


Using such data, we do not have workable systems of prediction, yet 
correlations do exist which appear to carry valid variance. The dif- 
ficulty in adapting them to practical prediction situations resides 
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sometimes in the lack of clarity of definitions, sometimes in the differ- 
ential magnitudes of their variances, sometimes in interaction effects, 
and in the differential base rates of their occurrence, power, and 
importance. : . 

The danger in using data of the types discussed here in making 
administrative decisions of the types which teachers, judges, person- 
nel officers, and others must make is that these power figures may 
assume that, because they know-or have heard—that certain factors 
co-vary with known rates of delinquency, the appearance of these 
factors is then sufficient to predict individual delinquency. 


METHODOLOGICAL IssuEs 


There are no present systems for the prediction of delinquency. 
The discussion of definition in the first chapter indicated the diffi- 
culties in obtaining a uniform group which might be studied and 
which might yield a system (qua system) for prediction of delin- 
quent behavior. The first issue in prediction is the identification of 
a set of phenomena that has a unity of origin on the one hand and 
a unity of identity or identifiability on the other. In the discussion 


in the first chapter, certain kinds of behavior were excluded from the 
definition of delinquency bec 


and that the conditions underlying 
m are those which are necessary and 
as is the case in understanding any other 
ge would constitute an adequate theory 
cy. There are incomplete theories con- 


readjust definitions of delin 
behavior which yields 
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Be gan the problems of the language systems in 
n occurs. Delinquency may be viewed as behavior 
of an antisocial nature. It may be viewed as a crime rate in a 
sociological sense. It may be viewed as a condition relating to the 
conscious and unconscious motivational systems as these terms are 
used in psychiatry. It is possible for any one of these levels to sur- 
ong and define a set of events that would be accessible to explana- 
ion. 
There is, however, an interesting problem of parochialism which 
may be evident in such attempts. Sociological concepts are not re- 
ducible to behavioral definitions. Neither of these is reducible to 
intrapsychic definitions. Each of these approaches defines a separate 
set of events, to some degree, and at the level of events translation 
is not complete. This should not be disturbing if explanation in the 
system meets the strict standards we have indicated. The second 
problem in parochialism is more complicated. Occasional efforts are 
seen to utilize a definition drawn from one body of knowledge and 
traditions for use by another discipline. Thus, although there need 
be no necessarily unsatisfactory result, it is still the unfortunate fact 
that a hierarchy of reduction systems from one branch of the be- 
havioral sciences to another does not exist. Therefore, psychiatric 
explanations of psychological phenomena have tended to be un- 
satisfactory both within the context of explanation itself and as 
stimuli for further investigation. Multidisciplinary approaches seem 
to gain their strength only insofar as joint and interreducible systems 
of linguistic structure are developed. Thus, when translation may 
be made between sociological and psychological concepts, economy 


in definition may permit and encourage the use of concepts drawn 
If such translation does 


from both fields in an explanatory system. 

not exist, it remains obvious that insofar as the broad fields are to 
contribute explanatory power, it is not possible to gain strength in 
explanation using definitions within one system and explanations 


within another. 

A second aspect of the definition problem which bears particularly 
in the prediction sphere concerns the question of severity of delin- 
quency. This problem originates where the definition of delinquency 
is concerned, in part, with the degree to which an act is antisocial. 
If certain minimal behaviors are to be excluded and others are to be 
accepted, then the definition of severity within the context of delin- 

delinquent acts are apparently 


quency becomes necessary, Some t ap] 
more severe than other delinquent acts. Raters, in reviewing such 
acts, have little difficulty in rating severity. Yet, such judgments are 
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a study of the Opinions of the rater rather than of the act. It is 
important to obtain a measure of severity in order to obtain a meas- 
ure of delinquency itself, which then becomes a proper ee 
for a predictive system. It seems likely that severity, as it is presently 
used, is analogous to the relationship between apparent size of an 
object (a psychological phenomena) and mass ( a physical poenom 
ena). In physics the large object is not necessarily the one with the 
greater mass. Newtonian physics does not deal with apparent sizes 
of objects, but with mass. Any predictive system, such as Newtonian 
physics, had to reject definitions imbedded in the observer in order 
to develop adequate predictive power. Similarly, definitions of the 
severity of antisocial behavior must relate to the intrinsic qualities 
of the behavior rather than qualities of the observer, 

The focus of prediction may be the individual, the neighborhood, 
the family, or the entire culture. Simil 
be set up to have an impact on the r 
row classes of individuals (such as 
traits), upon a neighborhood which m 
that shows problems, or on the cultur: 
on individuals within certain predicti 


tems. 


It has been shown (Wirt and Briggs, 1959) th 


at judged severity 
of crimes committed by ado 


lescents varies from age to age. Thus, 
a prediction of delinquency must specify 
Presumably the explanatory system 
the behavior to be predicted must be 

considered. If the explanatory 


| “tory System is to be in the language of 
behavior, then it is only reasonable to expect the definition to encom- 


pass the behavior rather than t that others might take of such 
behavior, Again, at another level, if the explanatory system is to be 
in the language of intrapsychic events, then the definition of delin- 
quency which will seem most adequate should be at the level of 


motivation, Similarly, sociological definitions and behavioristic defi- 
nitions will not match 


de quency is one approach to clarifying some of the questions 
arising in definition, Studies have exa 
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erties. Nye and Short (1957) found seven topics that behaved as a 
Guttman-type scale. Quay and Blumen (1953) identified four types 
of offenses that seem factorially distinct. Each of these studies pro- 
vides some ideas of how the concept of delinquency may have to be 
behaviorally defined in order to “cut nature at its joints.” 

In the foregoing discussions the emphasis has been placed on the 
fundamental likeness between prediction and explanation. Predic- 
tion seems to provide a forecast of what is to come, while explanation 
ties such a forecast to cognitive content and extends the material 
into broader avenues of understanding. Thus, a system of prediction 
and explanation may be viewed as a single system which serves two 
purposes. It is likely that systems of delinquency prediction and 
explanation will, therefore, emphasize either the prediction aspect or 
the explanatory aspect of the problem. Empirically derived item 
scales used in predicting delinquency contribute little at the ex- 
planatory level, at least unless they are further analyzed, and the 
complex psychiatric explanations contribute very little at the predic- 
tive level, Were either of the systems to be complete, more clarity 
would have to be developed so as to round out the prediction-ex- 
planation paradigm which we have emphasized, 

The use of the prediction-explanation paradigm tends to make 
prediction studies more cognitive and tends to make explanatory or 
theoretical material more quantitatively oriented. A complete 
system, therefore, emphasizes the importance of definition of the 
variables, the measurement qualities of the variables, and the inter- 
variable relationships. 

In the development of a full-blown system including variables and 
an explanatory matrix which leads to prediction, the structure of the 
variables in question becomes an important theoretical issue. The 
test qualities of reliability and validity, emphasized by the test theo- 
rists and the intratest relationships, come to define the accuracy of 
the concepts within the theoretical structure. The sharpening of 
these concepts through the use of test construction technique and 
through the clarity of thinking provided by test theorists (Gullick- 
sen, 1950; Loevinger, 1957) becomes a fundamental theoretical pre- 
requisite of the system. 

Emphasis on intervariable relationships becomes highly important 
elements in the understanding of delinquency: for instance, the re- 
lationships between delinquency and socioeconomic standing or 
between delinquency and achievements. The form taken by the re- 
lationship of the dependent variable, delinquency, and the other 
components in the system of explanation is ideally expressed in 
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mathematical terms, such as those seen in the linear discriminate 
function and multiple regression. It is in this context that interre- 
ducibility between one level of concept and another is important. 
For this reason transferring concepts from a sociological context to 
a psychiatric context leaves sufficient slippage or low intercorrelation 
so as to make a theory relatively meaningless. 

The relatively detailed standards that are developed for a theory 
of explanation and prediction, as we have noted above, tend to make 
one who is concerned with this enterprise turn to the methodological 
issues involved in good measurement, specific definition, and clearly 
stated intervariable relationships in order to shape a notion concern- 
ing the origins of juvenile delinquency, 

Not only does the potential research worker find himself com- 
mitted to looking for an explicit and connotative theory, but also 
the interim stages in formulating such a theory follow certain fairly 
well-defined steps. Therefore, if one believes that explanation and 
prediction are to be approached simultaneously, the first questions 
to be answered pertain to the measurement questions and the truth 
of certain hypothesized relationships between variables. In each 
such test one is concerned with the question of whether a particular 
variable, such as socioeconomic status or certain personality trends, 

if so, whether it relates in a hypothe- 
this level of examination there is no 


— 
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in order to integrate the data from education, from family back- 
ground, and from the neighborhood. There is a tendency to move 
from clinical to statistical techniques in order to improve measure- 
ment (Meehl, 1954). Further, there is an attempt to move away 
from broad band survey techniques, such as the interview, which 
have relatively poor fidelity or reliability, into the narrow spectrum 
of specific techniques of the scale. 

The general course taken by research study aiming at explanation 
and prediction includes emphasis on many cognitive factors which 
are not really necessary to a predictive system. For this reason it is 
wise to review the necessary factors involved in prediction to distin- 
guish them from the enterprise of prediction and explanation. In 
form, a predictive system should be repeatable. This involves some 
preference for the use of objective techniques but does not make this 
necessary since reliable use may be made of ratings, judgments, and 
others. It is important that a kind of temporal stability about predic- 
tion be achieved. The second requirement is that the system yield 
definite predictions and that these predictions be evaluable at the 
time, or somewhat after, they have been developed. Unlike many 
elaborate theoretical systems, such as psychoanalysis, which does not 
yield definite predictions (but does emphasize the importance of 
certain motivational factors), the form of any predictive system 
must yield a definite A or not A classification or no answer. Repeat- 
ability and yield are the only formal requirements of the system, and 
it is within the context of these requirements that one sees predic- 
tive systems as tending to be empirical, to be statistical, and, in many 
senses, to become clerical in nature. ; 

The second major requirement for a predictive system is that it 
ave a certain degree of power. A predictive system should be 
gauged against certain criteria, of which four levels pertain. The 
weakest, and an insufficient, criterion is that the variables in ques- 
tion actually be related in a significant test sense to the prediction 
which the system is instituted to make. In a predictive system it is 
not sufficient to be able to show significant or reliable relationships 
etween personality factors and delinquency. The second level of 
Stringency involves the comparison of the predictions made by the 
System with comparable predictions resulting from knowledge of 
the population characteristics. If the base rate of the occurrence of 
elinquency within a population is ‚3 and a predictive system identi- 
fies delinquency with an accuracy of .4, then there is some question 
as to whether the system can, in fact, better predict delinquency 
than one can do without the system. Discussions of the base rate 
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phenomena have been extensive, and in the paper by Meehl and 
Rosen (1955) the conditions for successful prediction are clearly 
developed. In this discussion the focus is upon the likelihood of 
being right, and the question tends to be how much error is intro- 
duced by the new system as opposed to errors made by predicting 
the most frequent class in the population. Thus, for instance, if 
70 per cent of the population is nondelinquent and we have no pre- 
dictive system, the best guess in each case is that an individual will 
be nondelinquent. If a predictive system raises the rate of delin- 
quency within a subgroup to .4, or indeed anything less than .5, the 
best prediction for this subgroup is still nondelinquency. This pre- 
diction, however, is a best guess only in the sense of one’s making the 
fewest errors in classification, and it does not consider the conse- 
quences of making an error, 

The third level in evaluating the power of predictive systems is to 
consider the next best predictive system. It may be possible, for in- 
stance, to do a better job of predicting delinquency through the use 
of school achievement than it is to predict delinquency through the 
use of a delinquency test or a family evaluation. This may be the 
case even though a prediction of delinquency may be based upon 
theoretically relevant data. From an empirical point of view, this 
would be essentially superfluous if other systems were extant; thus, 
for instance, experienced workers in a field may think that they get 
as good an indication of whether a boy will be delinquent by looking 
at his address, or the record of his brothers and sisters, as can be 
obtained. If they are right, these data might well supplant a more 
complicated psychological or sociological evaluation of the situation. 

The final level at which a predictive system must be evaluated is 
the relationship between power and cost. Power in prediction relates 
to the accuracy of the system. Cost relates to two factors; the first, 
the expense of the operation of the system, of testing and evaluation, 
clerical time, and other factors on the one hand; and the combined 
cost of error on the other hand. The cost of error is the expense of 
ase which, in the context of delin- 
available treatment system), would be the 
cost of the individual becoming delinquent 
ing treatment, i.e., the net cost of delinquency. 

€ cost of error is that money is spent in 


> individual or group who would not be de- 
linquent but has been mistakenly classified as predelinquent and, 


therefore, treated. The utility of a predictive system must be evalu- 
ated in terms of the context of its efficiency and accuracy on the one 
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hand and the net savings, expenses, and losses provided through use 
of such a system on the other. There are certain obvious factors to 
be considered in this connection. Emphasis upon automatically 
administered screening approaches will reduce the cost of the opera- 
tion of the system. Compare in this context, for instance, the cost of 
the broad screening approach used by Hathaway and Monachesi 
(1953) and the intensive screening approach used in the Glueck 
studies (1950, 1956). Unfortunately, in many instances the actual 
cost factors and figures are not available. These pertain in their 
most available form to many human values but are not, and have 
not, been translated into costs to society. Nonetheless, a relatively 
explicit balancing of these factors, at least in the minds of the 
administrators who must choose to use a predictive system, seem 
essential in developing an idea of whether the system has sufficient 
power to be useful. 

A predictive system may be undertaken to meet certain goals that 
the investigator or institution may have. These goals actually de- 
velop a context of limits for the form of such a system. The first 
possible goal does not entail the prediction of delinquency per se, 
but rather the estimations of the true likelihood of delinquency 
within an individual, This is the narrowest form that we have indi- 
cated before, and is a form of variable estimation and is independent 
of most of the other issues in prediction. 

Following a more broadly predictive context, we may secondly 
indicate that a predictive system may serve two functions: that of 
explanation and that of prediction. If one begins with the demand 
that a system follow along certain theoretical lines, then the predic- 
tive system largely serves both to predict and to test certain theo- 
retical ideas. To follow more specifically the line of prediction as we 
have discussed it above, the third possible goal pertains to the use to 
be made of the prediction. We distinguish here giving information 
for personal use as opposed to using the information within institu- 
tional policies. This dichotomy is illustrated in the context of 
personal work where some information might be provided to a stu- 
dent as to his likelihood of finishing a particular course successfully. 
At the other extreme, if a management decision is to be made as to 
whether or not the individual is permitted to undertake the course, 
the same data might be used more arbitrarily and more consistently. 

A fourth goal for a prediction system is set by the availability or 
nonavailability of dovetailing action systems that are consequent 
upon prediction. Is there a social treatment program which will be 
undertaken when delinquency has been predicted, or is the predic- 
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tion for research purposes in which there will be a research program 
undertaken utilizing the material for the cases available? If either of 
these follows, then there is the possibility that there is a quota of 
individuals to be treated. One also needs to know how this quota is 
to be filled. It is possible, however, that a system used simply for 
classification of this kind might be desired for legal, administrative, 
or other purposes that did not entail immediate reference back to the 
system and for which the system is not to be altered in order to 
provide different rates of occurrence. The fifth and final goal per- 
tains to the cost of the factors discussed above. A system is useful 
ideally at certain levels of cost or where certain costs have been 
minimized to a particular point. The cost of mistakes, or of making 
no prediction, or of following the best alternative system constitutes 
an issue that must be dealt with in making a specification as to cost 
in its grossest sense. 

By omitting the question of connotative content within a system 
of prediction and emphasizing the goals for the systems as such, 
delinquency prediction comes to be a problem in decision theory 
(Cronbach and Gleser, 1957). Decision theory does not provide an 


undertaken by academi 
rectness. It is, therefo: 
the context of adminis 
they are useful in institutional decision-makin h 

The availability of hi 


gaining and what amount of gain is 
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EXAMPLES OF PREDICTION 


Prediction studies of delinquency are largely inadequate. The 
reason for this appears to be that prediction and explanation have 
been the joint objects of investigation. There are no prediction 
studies for which particular administrative or decision-making cri- 
teria are stated, Furthermore, there is no attention to the problems 
of delinquent selection for a dovetailed program of treatment or 
isolation. 


The Glueck Prediction Study; Description 


The entire predictive investigation referred to in this section is 
reported in the volume, Unraveling Juvenile Delinquency (Glueck 
and Glueck, 1950). Here the authors defined delinquency as 

. repeated acts of a kind, which when committed by persons 
beyond the statutory juvenile court age of 16 are punishable as 
crimes (either felonies or misdemeanors )—except for a few instances 
of persistent stubbornness, truancy, running away, associating with 
immoral persons, and the like... .” (p. 13). In the study, delinquents 
and nondelinquents were viewed as unitary classes. 

The subjects consisted of two groups of boys—500 delinquents and 
500 nondelinquents between the ages of 11 and 17 with a mean age 
of 14.8 and 14.6, respectively. In order to have as sharp a contrast 
as possible between the two groups, only the more serious offenders 
were included in the delinquent group. This was accomplished by 
selecting boys who were committed to a state correctional school 
(predominantly from the Boston area). The nondelinquent group 
was selected from a public school population in Boston. Freedom 
from delinquent behavior was determined by a check of court files 
with a special investigation in doubtful situations as well as by a 
later verification of the history through the psychiatric interview 
which was part of the study. ee 

The delinquent and nondelinquent boys were individually 
matched on four general variables. For every delinquent boy resid- 
mg in an underprivileged area for at least two years prior to inclu- 
sion in the study, a nondelinquent living in the same kind of neigh- 

orhood was found. An underprivileged neighborhood in the city 
was defined as a deteriorating, low rent, urban area characterized 
Y community conditions generally regarded as dubious to the whole- 
some environment of children. Usually it contained barrooms, pool 
halls, vice dens, hangouts, cheap commercialized recreation, railroad 
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yards and tracks, alley ways, and dumps, and often k e a lee d 
in facilities of constructive recreation. By selecting both delinquents 
and nondelinquents from unwholesome neighborhoods, an attempt 
was made to find out why it was that even in regions of most gen 
social conditions most children are not delinquents. The secon 
matching factor was age. All ages were verified in the Massachusetts 
State Bureau of Vital Statistics. This variable was held constant 
because it is asserted that tendencies toward maladjustment er 
misbehavior vary with age. The third factor matched was ig 
(ethnicoracial) origin. By holding ethnicoracial factors constant, i 
was thought possible to compare delinquents and nondelinquents 
body morphology. The fourth variable held constant was gener 
intelligence. Here there was an effort to neutralize the degree o 
behavior connected with intelligence as measured by Rn 
The results of the efforts to match were as follows. Forty-nine o 
the delinquents and two of the nondelinquents had to be drawn from 
outside Boston proper, and, therefore, those areas could not mar aed 
fied as to delinquency rates. In those areas which were classifiab) e, 
5.8 per cent of the delinquents and 5.2 per cent of the nondelin- 
quents were living in fair neighborhoods, areas in which there are 
no marked deleterious influences but there was an absence of oppor- 
tunities for wholesome recreation. In regard to intelligence quo- 
tients, a difference of 10 points was allowed. In twenty-one cases— 
4.2 per cent—there was a difference of more than 10 points. As for 


age, up to twelve months’ difference in age was allowed in matching 
the boys. In fourteen cases it was ne 


two in age difference beyond the twel 


topics. This was done by (1) 
family and any others who m 
teachers, courts, and so on, (2) 
somatotype, (3) a 20-30 minute 
ler-Bellevue Intelligence Test, ( 


exceedingly numerous factors th 


comparing the two sets of 500 cases was accomplished by using sta- 
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tistical tests to establish reliable differences between the two groups. 

In terms of prediction, the authors felt that the three areas of 
social background, character traits as determined by the Rorschach, 
and personality traits as determined from the psychiatric interview 
might best differentiate between potential nondelinquents and delin- 
quents at age 6, the age of school entrance. The Social Background 
Prediction Table consisted of five factors: 


Weighted 
Social Factors Failure Score 

1. Discipline of Boy by Father: 
Overstrict or erratic 71.8 
Lax 59.8 
Firm but kindly 9.3 

2. Supervision of Boy by Mother: 
Unsuitable 83.2 
Fair 57.5 
Suitable 9.9 

3. Affection of Father for Boy: 
Indifferent or hostile 75.9 
Warm (including overprotective) 33.8 

4. Affection of Mother for Boy: 
Indifferent or hostile 86.2 
Warm (including overprotective) 43.1 

5. Cohesiveness of Family: 
Unintegrated 96.9 
Some elements of cohesion 61.3 
Cohesive 20.6 


The percentage of delinquents in each subcategory of the rating of 
the factor constitutes the weighted failure score on each factor. By 
assigning to each delinquent and nondelinquent his score on each 
item (his rating ), summating the scores, distributing the cases into 
seven class intervals, and translating the number of cases in each 
Subcategory into a per cent of the total number, a prediction table 
was developed. The percentage overlap of the distribution was 
Studied, and cutting scores were obtained to maximize the separation 
of the delinquent and nondelinquent groups. Similarly, from the 
Rorschach, five factors were isolated, and weighted failure scores 
were assigned to them to make up a final distribution. The factor 
topics were (1) social aggression, (2) defiance, (3) suspicion, (4) 

estructiveness, and (5) emotional lability. These factors are as- 
sumed to be well solidified by the sixth year. From the psychiatric 
Personality interview, five factors were derived: (1) adventurous, 

2) extraverted in action, (3) suggestibility, (4) stubbornness, and 
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(5) emotionally unstable. These factors also are presumed to be 
aspects of the personality that are available early in me ' sic 

The authors have presented their system of ratings and the — 
panying weighted failure scores with the distributions of cay 
between delinquent and nondelinquent groups as a system of pre S 
tion. A comparison of the three scales shows that they are of Appio a 
mately similar predictive range and indicate a similar inci = be 
chances of delinquency and nondelinquency. To ascertain the a a 
of agreement between the three scales, the authors compared t 
predictive values of the scales in the 424 cases with e s 
ratings. Using two class intervals, High chance of potential de i 
quency and Low chance of potential delinquency, the authors oat 
that the Social Prediction Table and the Rorschach Prediction Table 
place 65.1 per cent of the 424 boys in the same predictive class; 
Social and Psychiatric Prediction Tables place 67.9 per cent; ee 
Psychiatric and Rorschach places 69.8 per cent. All three ta T 
place a boy in his proper predictive category in 49 per cent of t | 
cases, while, in an additional 37.8 per cent, two of the three tables 7 
so, making a total of 86.8 per cent of the boys in which two or a 
three of the tables are in correct agreement, 


Criticism of the Glueck Studies 


This study has a num! 
tain to the power of th 
The first weakness w. 


predictive systems, Delinquents and nondelinquents were repre- 
sented in equal numbers in the study; this is not true of the general 
population. The sey Gluecks selected for 
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delinquency, is .67 correct predictions of delinquency, which incor- 
porates only 18 per cent of the total population. Higher hit rates can 
be established but only by reducing selection ratios further. These 
authors conclude that the Glueck tables are apt to be misleading 
because of their expressive consideration of approximately equal 
base rates of delinquency and nondelinquency (Meehl and Rosen, 
1955, p. 206). 

Other evidence illustrating the concern with base rates may be 
found in the New York City Youth Board Research Department re- 
port (1961). There the authors of that report discuss the need to 
adjust the rate of occurrence of high weighted failure scores in order 
to correct for a tendency of these ratings to produce more delin- 
quents than would be normally found within their population. 
Further concern with this problem is found in a study by the present 
authors (Briggs, Wirt, and Johnson, 1961) comparing the power of 
the weighted failure score distribution when equal frequencies of 
delinquency and nondelinquency and actual base rate data are 
utilized. Equal rates for the occurrence of delinquency and non- 
delinquency netted the correct identification of 68 per cent of the 
delinquents and 62 per cent of the nondelinquents utilizing the 
family pattern prediction table. When the personality items were 
utilized, 67 per cent of the delinquents and 69 per cent of the non- 
delinquents were correctly identified. After the population propor- 
tion for delinquents and nondelinquents had been corrected to the 
23 per cent delinquent level, neither of the weighted failure score 
distributions ( family items and personality items) was useful in 
prediction. ; 

Rubin (1951) criticized the matching of cases drawn, in the 
Glueck study, from the delinquent and nondelinquent samples. Here 
he focused on the appropriateness of the variables used in the match- 
ing. This criticism and that of Reiss (1951) emphasize the impor- 
tance of sociological theory. Such points are, of course, interesting, 
but not directly pertinent to the question of predictive power. 

The third broad criticism that may be made of the Glueck study 
is that it is a retrospective study, since the individuals evaluated at 
the time the prediction system was developed were already known 
to be delinquent. Contamination and retrospective falsification are 
common problems to persons experienced with rating. ‚The circum- 
stances in which the rating of a boy was made transmit themselves 
to the rater’s impression. Thus, boys interviewed in prisons or re- 
orm schools may have seemed different from boys interviewed in 
public schools simply because of the obvious criminal setting. The 
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degree to which such circumstances alter a rating cannot be told; 
the only protection against this kind of contamination is to interview 
prior to the occurrence of a crime. A secondary aspect of the retro- 
spective viewpoint is that the life pattern looks quite different in 
retrospect than do the events as they are occurring. The Gluecks 
suggest that their ratings are applicable to individuals at the sixth 
year (a time when they are entering school). They further suggest 
that this is the time delinquency predictions should be made. 

There is but one study which actually did proceed from the 6-year- 
old group, utilized the Glueck ratings, and then waited for subse- 
quent outcome. This study was undertaken by the New York City 
Youth Board. In 1952 the Youth Board (1957) embarked upon a 
program to test the validity of the Glueck Social Prediction Table. 
The progress report for October 1961 presents the experience of the 
Youth Board with two and three factor scales that were derived from 
the original five factor scales offered by the Gluecks. 

The samples were drawn from high delinquency neighborhoods 
and consisted of 224 boys between the ages of 5% and 6%. All boys 
entered the first-grade classes during the academic year 1952-1953 
and were the entire populations of the two schools included in the 
study, The ethnic distribution of the boys varied considerably from 
Me by ne Glueck. It consisted largely of a Negro group 

p Ns white (23 per cent), and Puerto Rican (17 per cent). 
Because of the disparate representation of white boys in the sample, 
a second group consisting of seventy-six white boys who were non- 
jew was selected (thereby balancing somewhat the N egro group 
firs eos The | Jewish boys among the white boys in the 

8). e inal sample contained 42.6 per cent white boys, 


43.2 per cent Negro boys, and 14.2 ner i 
an over-all sample of 303 boys, silica iid 


The same caseworkers from the study 


ntered that pertained to the 
mselves, Delinquency was pre- 
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dicted at too high a rate when the Glueck weighted failure scores 
were used. This led the authors to re-examine the ratings made in 
the original context of five ratings and to alter the interpretation or 
the meaning of the rating so as to reduce the weighted failure scores 
of highly rated cases. Thus, we see some awareness of the impor- 
tance of the rate of selection and of matching it to the true base rate. 

The results presented to date include the ratings of the boys who. 
are now 14% to 15% years of age on two and three factor scales. 
Utilizing the first sample of 223 boys (since the addition of the sec- 
ond sample of boys occurred a year later), there were thirty-six boys 
who were predicted to be delinquents. Nineteen (53 per cent) of the 
boys had already become persistent delinquents at the time of the 
report, and two additional boys (total of 58 per cent) were exhibit- 
ing serious predelinquent behavior. One hundred eighty-five boys 
were given less than a 50 per cent chance of becoming delinquents. 
Eleven of these boys are presently delinquent, and five are predelin- 
quent. One hundred sixty-nine are showing no problems in delin- 
quency. The authors suggest that part of the problem in mispredic- 
tion starts from the large Negro group within the sample. However, 
an examination of the separate rates by the authors does not make 
this a very telling point. 

Interpretation of these results is greatly hampered by the fact that 
the study is not completed at this time, and, further, that the study 
is made up of a very small sample. The rate of the occurrence of 
delinquency at the fourteenth year (about 17 per cent) is still on 
the rise, and it certainly is to be expected that a greater percentage 
of the cases will be delinquent as time goes on. It is impossible to 
say how new cases will be distributed over those predicted to be 
delinquent and those predicted to be nondelinquent. Yet, if the 
present trend continues, the results will be encouraging. 

The Glueck study has been a starting point in the systematic pre- 
diction of delinquency. It has alerted workers in the field to the 
possibility of entering the schools, interviewing students, and making 
predictions, It has stimulated one study objectively, seeking to 
evaluate the predictive system that has been offered; but more than 
this, it has stimulated many workers to consider other problems: 
cost, base rate, and alternative systems. 

An evaluation of the Glueck study as a whole suggests, first, that 
the predictive tables presented are of no actual utility at this time 
because of the failure to incorporate reasonable base rates. The 
factors themselves may be criticized because, in some cases, they are 
not discriminating regarding the difference of delinquents and non- 
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delinquents, and, in other cases, they are unratable because of the 
frequent occurrence of broken homes among delinquent boys. From 
the level of prediction these are still weaknesses in the system. It is 
possible that the factors may be re-evaluated and reinterpreted as 
has been the aim of the Youth Board study. Unfortunately, that 
study will not provide much certainty since the evaluation of the 
factors has been contaminated by attempts to adjust them to the base 
rate. An additional validation study will be required. Besides this, 
the relatively small size of the samples in the Youth Board study is 
disappointing. 

Two final issues must be brought out concerning the utility of the 
factors. The first is cost. Th 
personality and family structure among 6-year-olds is, indeed, very 
high. Could cheaper data predictive of delinquency be found for 
the 6-year-old group? Gross demographic data is certainly cheaper. 
Further, some have questioned the appropriateness of surveying the 
6-year-old group. Possibly, as Lively et al. (1962) have pointed out, 


The Kvaraceus Delinquency Proneness Scales 


Three item sets are presented by Kvaraceus (1953) for the rating 
of delinquency proneness. “The KD Proneness Scale consists of 75 
multiple choice items that have been composed around focal points 
of difference in personal makeup, in home and family backgrounds 
and in school experiences of delinquents and nondelinquents. . . - 
The 75 items have been analyzed and Screened, in terms of their 
capacity to differentiate at a statistically significant pace, between 
delinquent and nondelinquent groups... , Separate keys are pro- 
vided for girls and boys...” (Kvaraceus, 1956, p. 9). 

A nonverbal revision of the Proneness scale was later developed. 
This form contains sixty-two pictorially presented items which are 
choices between activities. Each item Presents a typically delin- 
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quent, neutral, or nondelinquent choice. Scoring involves a single 
difference score between the number of delinquent and nondelin- 
quent preferences. Sixty items are used in the actual scoring pro- 
cedure. 

“The checklist was assembled using the findings of the major 
research studies reporting significant differences between delinquent 
and nondelinquent samples. . . . All the items have been catalogued 
under the following three headings: personality factors, environ- 
mental factors—home and family’ and school factors” (Kvaraceus, 
1956, p. 10). No validating work is presented for the check list. 

The initial validating data and numerous subsequent studies of the 
power of the item set in the proneness scale are reported by Kvara- 
ceus, There is little question that these items do differentiate be- 
tween delinquents and nondelinquents. Unfortunately, all studies in 
the early reports were restricted to comparisons of mature delin- 
quents and were not prediction studies. Therefore, the KD Prone- 
ness Scale was actually validated as an attitude scale. 

The nonverbal form of the proneness scale (Kvaraceus, 1961) was 
evaluated by utilizing a sample of 1379 students from regular classes 
and 215 students from special classes. These students were followed 
for three years, The tests taken in the seventh, eighth, and ninth 
grades did not relate reliably to the subsequent history of delin- 
quency, An incidental finding was that ratings made by teachers did 
show a reliable relationship to subsequent delinquency—albeit low. 
The net result appears to be the conclusion that interests at the age 
of delinquency, at least as they are tapped by a nonverbal measure, 
are not a part of the interest patterns of the earlier years. 


The Hathaway and Monachesi Studies: Over-all Design 


The third group of studies to be presented are those by Hathaway 
and Monachesi and include related works by different investigators, 
utilizing the same population (1963, 1953, 1957). The present dis- 
Cussion attends only to predictive issues. The basic components in 
the Hathaway and Monachesi work are large populations that were 
tested and subsequently followed. The test used was the Minnesota 
Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI). This test is a set of 550 


true-false questions that are answered on an answer sheet by the 


subject. Scoring involves the use of ten clinical scales. These scales 


were objectively derived from clinical adult populations and register 
the degree to which the subject uses certain neurotic or psychotic 
patterns of behavior. The use of the MMPI implies a theoretical 
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i i i it with 
ientation toward the etiology of delinquency which aligns it wit 
— and piychopatholony. Readers interested in this — 
ment are referred to Welsh and Dahlstrom (1956 ) The testing v 
that of entire ninth-grade classes in the junior high schools in a ip 
state of Minnesota. The follow-up of these students was executed a 
different intervals in the ten years following testing. E ‘a Ws 

The first ninth-grade MMPI testing program was initiated a e 
Minneapolis Public School System during the 1947-1948 sc = 
year. At the beginning of the school year there were 4572 nat 
graders registered in the sixteen Minneapolis public high schoo s. 
The MMPI was administered to 3971, or 87 per cent of this group 
(the Minneapolis sample). Most of the testing was done during 
March, April, and May of 1948. Two and four years after the testing 
(1950 and 1952), the files of the Hennepin County Probation Office 
and the Juvenile Division of the Minneapolis Police Department 
were searched for any record of those students included in the 
Minneapolis sample. An additional follow-up study was conducted 
by Wirt and Briggs (1959) from 1956 to 1958. 

A second sample was gathered during the spring of 1954, when 
11,329 additional ninth-graders were tested. This testing was done 
in ninety-two schools situated in eighty-six communities of forty- 
seven Minnesota counties, Sampling was actually broader than that 
suggested by the figures because Minnesota school district bound- 
aries do not coincide with political or other subdivision boundaries. 
Many schools serve several communities, and frequently a school 


drew pupils from two or more counties. Schools were selected to 
include representation of Minne 


graphic areas. The sample actu 
Minnesota’s 1954 public school n 
then be 36 per cent of all ninth-g 
St. Paul areas (not included in this 1 
Catholic parochial schools were includ 
of the state-wide MMPI testing, other data 


j 96-1957, or two years after the 
testing of the state-wi 


follow-up survey was made 
for names included in the 1954 sample 


ratings on delinquency, Ratings were 
reports of school conduct and 
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intensive follow-up was also done of twelve schools which were 
representative of the state-wide sample. In these schools MMPI 
tests were again given, and further personal data were collected on 
each subject who was included in the 1954 sample. Normal school 
progress made this the twelfth-grade level for the students. 

Net result of the testing and surveying efforts is extensive infor- 
mation available on somewhat over 15,000 Minnesota boys and girls. 
On each of these individuals information of the following kind has 
been obtained: chronological age, size of community from which 
the individual came, socioeconomic status, family status, intelligence 
ratings. On the state-wide sample, additional information has been 
obtained from the state-wide testing program, utilizing the Coopera- 
tive English Test Form Z, high school rank, the present school status, 
teacher predictions, and conduct and adjustment ratings made by the 
investigators during follow-up. Finally, a delinquency rating for all 
individuals in the samples was developed and updated with the addi- 
tion of new information through the different follow-up periods, 

The delinquency ratings and other demographic variables depict- 
ing the delinquency rates within particular standard population 
groups were presented in Chapter 1 of this volume. We will now 
present the data relevant to prediction of delinquency. 

The discussion of these results depends to some extent upon an 
understanding of a method of clarifying MMPI results called coding. 
Test results are presented visually on a profile containing the ten 
clinical scales in standard score units. The most elevated scales are 
the most deviant, and are thought to signify the presence of pathol- 
ogy akin to the diagnostic labels that they carry. The coding process 
is a system of clarifying each profile by noting in descending order 
the scales that are elevated to give a high point code (e.g., from the 
pathological trait most deviant to the trait less deviant). For con- 
venience, numbers are assigned which stand for the scales number. 
These number-name equivalents are 1—Hypochondriasis, 2—Depres- 
sion, 3—Hysteria, 4—Psychopathic Deviancy, 5—Masculine-Femi- 
nine, 6—Paranoid, 7—Psychesthenia, 8—Schizophrenia, 9—Mania, 
10-Social Introversion. Thus a code of 358 would stand for a profile 
in which the Hysteria scale deviation is the greatest, next the Mascu- 
line-Feminine, and next in elevation the Schizophrenia sc 
following analysis the high point code is limited to the first two 
highest two scales. ; 

The first attempts at relating MMPI results to delinquency were 
to examine the power of the first two positions of the high point 
MMPI code. The high point codes for all individuals in the popula- 


ale. In the 
—the 
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tion were distributed into a frequency distribution for all code types. 
At each code type, the percentage of delinquents and nondelin- 
quents was calculated. This percentage was compared with the 
percentage for the over-all population (the base rate). Table 6-1 
presents a portion of such a table. Certain code classifications have 


TABLE 6-1. THE PERCENTAGES or Boys IN THE DIFFERENT CODE 
CLasses WHo BECAME DELINQUENT ° 


Number in Profile Type Per Cent Delinquent 
Code Class <70 70 Total <70 >70 Total 
L>9 50 20 
F>15 103 49 
? invalid 8 0 
0- 18 2 20 0 0 0 
01 2 0.5 2.5 50 0 40 
02 19.5 4 23.5 21 25 21 
03 4 0 4 0 0 0 
04 13 0 13 15 0 15 
05 4 1 5 50 0 40 
06 4.5 15 6 0 67 17 
07 12.5 3 15.5 16 0 13 
08 9.5 2.5 12 0 40 8 
09 6 0 6 0 0 0 
Total 0 93 14,5 107.5 12 21 13 
27 6 3.5 9.5 17 14 16 
49 45 40 85 


a7 51 88 
° From Hathaway and Monachesi. Analı 


A i à yzing and Predicti venile Delinquency 
with the MMPI. Minneapolis, Minn.: Univer op Minn, Breas 1958, pe 198-129. 


ne delinquency which reliably exceeds the base rate. A code 

ee) un Frans of the delinquency base rate is the 49 code classi- 

i nrg in delinquency rate is 38 per cent. Note also that 
such as th 27 a ri 

which is lower than that fo ode occur with a delinquency rate 
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after cross validation. A second scale was later offered as another 
attempt to develop a technique which would improve upon code 
prediction. Neither scale was successful. The authors state that 
their standard for comparison was derived from the data where it 
can be seen that code patterns with high delinquency rates separate 
delinquents from nondelinquents with higher accuracy than if the 
single scale were used. The reason for this probably lies in the multi- 
ple factors that contribute to the occurrence of delinquency. Appar- 
ently, delinquents cannot profitably be lumped together on the basis 
of a single index or scale. (A similar conclusion was drawn from 
examining the De scale derived by Gough and Peterson, 1952.) 

Thirdly, teacher predictions were analyzed. When the original 
testing was done in the rural sample, the teachers were asked to 
name the children who seemed likely to get into trouble with the law 
or to develop emotional problems or both. No effort was made to 
provide the teachers with more explicit definition of terms. They 
could have interpreted “trouble with the law” to mean delinquency, 
crime, or minor difficulties. Although some children were named by 
several teachers, most of them were named only by one. All the 
pupils who were named once or more were placed in the “teacher 
prediction” groups. There were 790 boys and 283 girls in this delin- 
quency prediction group, those who received predictions of delin- 
quency or delinquency and emotional problems. These groups were, 
respectively, 13.9 and 5.0 per cent of the whole statewide samples 
of boys and girls. 

In column I of Table 6-2 the teachers, in naming potential delin- 
quents, selected 11.5 per cent of their boys from the day laborer 
socioeconomic status (SES) category and only 4.9 per cent from the 
professional and semiprofessional SES category. In column II these 
percentages are divided by the actual percentages of the total sam- 
ple that are in each SES category. If the teachers had made a 
Strictly proportional selection, the value in column II would be 1.00. 
For the day laborer group, the value 1.46 means that the teachers 
expected 46 per cent more boys from this group to be delinquent 
than would be expected on the basis of the proportion that this cate- 
gory is of the whole sample. For the professional and semiprofes- 
Sional group the teacher selections were underrepresentative, with 
only 64 per cent of the proportional number. 

Column III shows the teacher selection rates adjusted for actual 
delinquency rate. Since the delinquency rate is larger for the boys 
in the day laborer category, a good predictor of delinquency would, 
therefore, choose more of these boys, as was the case. Column IIT 
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should show the value 1.00 when the rate of column II is in proper 
proportion to the observed delinquency rate for the category. As 
column III for the males, and especially for the females, shows, 
teachers choose too freely from the farmer group, even when correc- 
tions are made for the actual delinquency rate of the category. The 
teacher index is 18 per cent larger than it should be for boys and 82 
per cent larger than it should be for girls. The most marked selection 
discrepancy for boys occurs at the high end of the SES series where 
the teachers underrate the delinquency of the professional group 
with an index of only .45. Only among the boys from day laborer 
and semi- and slightly-skilled homes is the index near 1.00, mean- 
ing that the prediction rate was comparable to the actual rate. 

Column IV shows the accuracy of prediction made for each cate- 
gory of the variables. From the data in this column it can be seen 
that, when the teachers do select boys from the professional and 
semiprofessional group, they are 54 per cent accurate. In contrast, 
when they select from among farm boys, they have only a 30 per cent 
accuracy. 

The remaining data of these tables interpret similarly. There are 
many points of interest to be found in the tables. The data on in- 
telligence and on high school rank show striking contrasts. Teachers 
appear to be markedly influenced by high school rank (HSR) in their 
choice of boys and girls who appear likely to be delinquent. They 
are reluctant to predict delinquency for a child who makes good 
grades, and their predictions are inaccurate when they do choose one. 
In contract, 40.8 per cent of the boys chosen by teachers drop out 
of school and 10.7 per cent come from broken homes. Although the 
predictions of delinquency are quite accurate in picking drop-outs 
for boys and girls, the expected rates are greatly overestimated for 
boys; among the girls, however, this is not true, for the rate is near 
1.00. Overestimation of rates for both boys and girls occurs for those 
from broken homes. For the girls, not only do the teachers select 
too infrequently from the professional category, but they are also 
more inaccurate than with the boys in prediction of delinquency. In- 
telligence seems to be more involved in teacher judgment of girls. 
Despite the fact that intelligence, as measured by the ACE or IQ, 


has little effect on the delinquency rate for boys and only a moderate 


effect for girls, and that fewer delinquent children came from the 
aw 20 per cent of their nomina- 


Owest intelligence group, teachers dr j 
tions from these groups. Their nominations are even more heavily 
loaded with children of low scholarship. Clearly, the teachers tend 


to relate poor school ability and achievement with delinquency. 
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Fourth, combined MMPI code predictions were examined. To 
provide some basis for judging the accuracy of teacher predictions, 
these predictions were compared with MMPI code predictions. 
Comparable MMPI groups were selected wherein cases were used 
with profiles known to relate to the frequency of delinquency in 
the Minneapolis study (49, 94, 49, 94, 48, 46, 48, 46, 64, 84, 4x9, 49x, 
9x4, 94x, M; 770 on 46, 48, 49, 46, 48, 49, 64, 84, 94). To establish 
a cutting point comparable to teacher groups, the MMPI groups 
from the state-wide sample were made approximately equal in num- 
ber to the teacher predicted groups. There were 795 boys and 253 
girls who had valid profiles in any of the above 2-point codes. The 


data suggest that the teachers named the more severe delinquent 
cases in greater 


such knowledge, even if the child h 


A fifth approach utilized two -5 nn, dene ee table, 


Oncepts: delinquency proneness 


PREDICTION 201 


TABLE 6-3. ComMPARISON OF MMPI PREDICTION OF DELINQUENCY WITH THE 
OCCURRENCE OF DELINQUENCY AMONG STATEWIDE HATHAWAY-MONACHESI 
SAMPLE OF MALES AND FEMALES 


18 Im Ile va 
Fe- Fe- Fe- 

Variable Males males Males males Males males Males 
SES: 

Day laborer 8.2 9.1 1.04 1.20 75 76 32 

Semi- & sl. skilled 473 464 113 111 1.04 ss 4 

Farmer 126 18.6 57 60 114 123 26 

Clerical 244 260 119 127 106 153 37 

Prof. & semiprof. 74 5.0 96 6 98 1295 85 
Intelligence: 

1-15 % 90 125 .70 16 60 114 46 
16-39 % 194 26.1 m 115 88 87 32 
40-68 % 359 305 126 108 120 117 389 
69-90 % 246 253 Lil 102 108 101 987 
91-100% 11.0 10.1 96 82 122 126 3l 

HSR: 

1-19 % 247 178 98 119 69 9 45 
20-39 % 2358 167 108 107 1.00 88 36 
40-69 % 319 32.0 109 104 127 97 2% 
70-100% 17.6 88.9 81 87 185 147 28 

Drop-out: 20.0 302 114 208 65 66 60 
Broken family: 98 106 153 166 .98 82 47 
Total sample: 13.9 4.5 87 


* Percentage distribution of the MMPI predicted group in the variable. . 

b MMPI predicted percentage divided by the total sample percentage in the 
category, 

€ MMPI predicted percentage divided by the percentage of delinquency in the 
category, 

a The number of boys who were delinquent (omitting minor delinquents in male 
Sample) in teacher prediction group divided by total number in teacher prediction 
group. Accuracy of the category predictions. Girls omitted because of small fre- 
quencies. 


and delinquency resistance. The 0, 2, 5 scales (025) were identified 
as inhibitory or resistant to delinquency, and scales 4, 8, 9 (489) 
were identified as excitor or delinquency prone. A study by Briggs, 
Wirt, and Johnson (1961) developed a technique for the discovery 
and identification of delinquent boys using a random sample of these 
13-year-old boys and including MMPI codes and social agency data. 
Two general approaches were used. In the first approach the group 
of boys was divided into those who had MMPI codes that were 
made up of the excitor scales 4, 8, and 9. Within this group, in- 
stances of severe diseases among family members were tallied. Us- 
ing these two criteria-MMPI code and illness within the family— 
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it was possible to develop small subpopulations a 
80 per cent saturated with predelinquent boys. The = Demand 
when compared with the general population, was er a 
twice as dense with predelinquent cases (since the gener is p ves) 
tion rate was about 40 per cent among the boys with 4 ne 
The possibility of using this technique in the fa ee epee o Baer 
ment programs where a small sample could be handled : se p REN 
out. Such subpopulations would not be random samp Er hs eine 
quents, but would be more homogeneous samples of de nq raat 
than are usually obtained, which might suggest some tien ei 
hypotheses. This particular study was presented without cross F 
idation as an illustration of a successive hurdles approach to 
identification of the predelinquent. she. 
A secondary aspet of the study by Wirt and Briggs econ 
cluded an analysis of the frequency, of delinquency among boys oa 
delinquency-prone personality profiles on the MMPI and re 
boys with delinquency-resistance profiles on the MMPI. These A 
factors, in conjunction with the presence or absence of some so T 
agency contact by members of the family preliminary to the sie i 
rence of delinquency (not including the boys), a ae 
examples of delinquency concentration, When the family oy n 2 
known to some social agency, the delinquency rate for 49 en 
was only 23 per cent. But, in families with social agency oo 
ords, the 489 cases had a delinquency rate of 42 per cent. The J 
fluence of code in this constellation of variables was also clear. The 
025 boys with no family record of contact with agencies had A 
ent, while it has increased 22 per cen 
o social agencies, -g 
‚ utilizing the information within 4 
Hathaway-Monachesi project, was the Rempel (1958) one, which 
yses—the generalized distance function 
and the discriminate function—to the problem of predicting deln 
quency. Rempel found a particular combination of 1, 8, 5, and 
capable of identifying 68 per cent of 175 delinquent boys in the 
original group and 70 per cent of the 176 in the cross validation 
sample. This level 


j of accuracy in predictin 
achieved at the cost of misclassify 


g the delinquency was 
in the original sample ( 


ing sixty of the 175 nondelinquen’ 
34 per cent), and seventy-two of the 17 

nondelinquents in the second sample (41 per cent). Both of these 
methods improve upon the base rate classifications. Rempel then 
tried to incorporate non-MMPI variables in his prediction formulas. 
He included data on school attendance and grade achievement to- 


PREDICTION 203 


gether with weights for MMPI scales 9, 8, 5, and 4. The net rate of 
correct identification was 70 per cent. Since the samples were not 
identical to those above in his first study, it is not possible to make 
correct comparisons. 

Assessing these studies from the position of decision theory sug- 
gests that there are a number of factors unspecified. Essentially, 
these research workers have suggested items that relate to delin- 
quency without taking part in the enterprise of prediction for pur- 
poses of control, treatment, and so on. This has left unspecified the 
actual level definition of delinquency that is intolerable, the rates of 
acceptable accuracy, the cost, and the capacity of a treatment pro- 
gram. These omissions have been our major criticism of the other 
studies, 

Yet, there are many virtues to be noted in this family of studies. 
They are the size of the samples, 4000 in one study and 11,000 in an- 
other. These samples for the first time in delinquency research seem 
to be an adequate basis for prediction research. There was great care 
taken in definition of delinquency, involving levels of severity, rural 
and urban factors, and, of course, population-wide sampling. The 
use of longitudinal samples followed for the period of predelin- 
quency through adolescence. The breadth of types of data examined 
ranged from test items to teacher ratings and family factors. Finally, 
there is the concern with cost factors in prediction and a search 
among predictors for those with the most power and the truest hit 
rates. No successful prediction program will be developed without 
all of these characteristics. 


SUMMARY 


We have noted that concern with delinquency control is an age- 
old enterprise. Society has long recognized its most vulnerable flank 
is its youth. Recently, behavioral sciences have offered some hope 
of understanding and controlling the criminal nonconformity of the 
adolescent group. This has been a multipurpose enterprise with 
three foci: understanding (theory), prediction, and treatment. 

It has seemed that concentrating upon understanding delinquency 
has made the prediction enterprise more obscure. This has occurred 
for two reasons: (1) There has been a tendency to incorporate ideas 
from a number of different disciplines, e.g., sociology, psychoanal- 
ysis, criminology. These levels of study do not have intertranslation 
qualities, There are no reduction definitions from one language 
System to another. Thus, focusing upon understanding delinquency 
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has fractionized efforts without providing a unitary theory. (2) 
Prediction involves attention to many factors that are largely mee 
tarian or functional. Examples of these points are the criterion o 
socially unacceptable delinquent behavior to be predicted, the e 
information relating to prediction, the use to be made of the predic 
tion, acceptable rates of success, the cost of error in the pedenn 
of a delinquent, and, finally, the costs of treatment and the -e - 
ability of slots into which prospective treatment cases may be fitted. 


attempted to relate the occurrence of psychiatric, family, and per- 
sonality factors to the occurrence of delinquency. The study was 
wholly empirical. But, unfortunately, the wrong rates of eee 
of delinquency were assumed. Further study of the factors propose 
uency of the factors proposed, 
e rates. No careful prediction 


attending to the actua 
have been offered. Th 
tive power of different 


ial delinquency scale, personality test patterns, 


à prototype predictive system, althou 
data available to them to do this. 
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Delinquency and Community 
Action 


Wurm C. Ruopes 


Tomt delinquency can be viewed as a term used by commu- 
nities to give focus to some of their generalized concerns about devi- 
ation and deviant behavior. Theorists and practitioners generally 
agree that lawbreaking behavior among juveniles is embedded in a 
tangled maze of social problems. This phenomenon is reported not 
only in the United States (Bernard, 1949; Wilensky and Lebeaux, 
1958) but also throughout the world (Middendorff, 1960; William- 
son, 1957). Investigators have associated delinquency with many 
other social problems, such as alcoholism, family disruption, eco- 
nomic dependency, illegitimacy, disability due to physical disease, 
high infant mortality rates, racial prejudices and discrimination, 
housing problems, crime and racketeering, population change, bad 
housing, mental disorder, desertion, and gross physical neglect. 

All of these problems should be subsumed within any conceptual 
framework which focuses upon juvenile delinquency. It is impos- 
sible to give the term any degree of precision or clarity. Community 
action will necessarily be diffuse and varied in focus because of the 
present impossibility of clear definition and precise criteria for pro- 
gram effectiveness. 

This chapter will be organized within the framework of a set of 
concepts embracing the many kinds of community problems and 
actions which delinquency represents. Delinquency will be con- 
sidered in terms of community arousal, the behaviors which lead to 
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such arousal, and the instruments of action which are forged from 
this interaction. 


Community Concern AND DISCORDANT BEHAVIOR 


Juvenile delinquency is one of the many signals of community 
turbulence and discontent in our era. Historically, varying kinds of 
concern come to the front of community thinking and action at 
different time periods. In our time, a generalized concern about 
the human psyche and its behavioral correlates seems to be the major 
focus. This fermentation can be documented on an international, 
national, regional, and local level. It is evident in many of the 
structures of the World Health Organization. The avalanche of 
legislation and organizational efforts in the United States since 
World War II has included the National Mental Health Act, the 
President’s Message on Mental Health and Mental Retardation, and 
program-creating legislation in such areas as special education, vo- 
cational rehabilitation, and child development. There has been the 
creation of the National Institute of Mental Health, the President’s 
Committee on Mental Retardation, the proliferation of separate state 
mental health departments, and so on. 

In the area of juvenile delinquency, this focus can be perceived 
in sessions on delinquency in the First United Nations Congress in 
1955, in the 1960 Second United Nations Congress on the Preven- 
tion of Crime and Treatment of Offenders, and in the 1961 Juvenile 
Delinquency and Youth Offenses Control Act. 

Behavioral sciences and mental health sciences have naturally 

been swept along in the avalanche. However, they are particularly 
inarticulate when they look within their body of knowledge for com- 
munity constructs to weld together this kaleidoscope of behavioral 
concerns. We lack a language through which to recommend a sys- 
tematic set of community actions. We lack construct systems which 
can relate to program action. 
In this chapter, juvenile delinquency will refer to a set of be- 
viors, of legally defined juveniles, which are discordant with the 
expectations, sentiments, or codes of the community, and for which 
court action is indicated in that community. The boundaries of 
“community” will be defined by (1) the geographical jurisdiction of 
a court, and (2) the network of agencies, programs, and resources 
available to that court through formal and informal agreements. 

The term community concern will refer to an arousal state in 
reaction to behaviors or potential behaviors which deviate from 
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community codes. Some of the behaviors which lead to negative 
arousal states are suicide, alcoholism, mental disorder. perversion 
drug addiction, and marital discord. Some of the behaviors which 
lead to positive arousal states are artistic triumphs, acts of heroism 
unusual intellectual feats, educational accomplishments, and out- 
standing leadership. i 

Frequent or intense occurrences of such behaviors lead to com- 
munity arousal and mobilization. This sequence of provocative be- 
havior, community arousal, community mobilization, and instru- 
mental action proceeds in the following typical fashion: there is 
an unusually provocative act committed, or the number of provoca- 
tive acts are increased in frequency or intensity, or an increasing 
amount of publicity and mass media attention is given to the be 
havior. There is reverberation of concern within the community, and 
interaction among community members. Concern is aroused above 
the limen of action. The community members, through people in 
the power structure, demand that community resources and forces 
be brought to bear upon the specific provocative behavior, The 
power structure of the community engages professionals in the so- 
cializing systems, particularly those systems which are financed 
through governmental or semipolitical organizations of the commu- 
nity. The systems then mobilize their traditional operational pat- 
terns to bring their operations to bear upon the provocative 
behaviors. 


SOCIALIZING ORGANIZATIONS 


llows such community arousal includes 
, and current knowledge which 
mmunity and the arousing be- 


The organization which fo 
forces, aspects of the environment 
can be interposed between the cor 
havior. Community concern, in this way, becomes embodied in con- 
crete structure. It can either be a newly created structure or mobi- 
lization of already existing structures. Such structures become 
intervening instruments between community concern and arousing 
behavior. They are not necessarily effective in coming to terms with 
the provoking behavior, but they are almost always effective in 
absorbing community concern about the behavior. 

As we look at the kinds of institutions, agencies, and programs 
which serve this function in communities, we can categorize them 
into (1) socializing systems, (2) operational patterns, and (3) pro- 


grams, 
o reconcile community claims and 


. The socializing systems strive t 
individual claims. They form an interface which stands between 
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deviant behavior and the community. Some of these systems = 
an interlock of psychosocial and political forces; a are 7 
clearly tied to political forces. The systems to whic a I = e pt ` 
will give major attention are those which form an na oc t pY 
chosocial and political categories impressing the culture u = 
individual. These are (1) the legal-correctional system, a me 
social welfare system, (3) the educational system, and (4) the m 
i em. 
i nthe systems which are part of this interlock, but less dery 
V tied to governmental forces, are (1) the family system and (2) 
religious system. 

"Historically, the legal-correctional and the social welfare sa re 
have been assigned major responsibility in the area of juvenile ys 
quency. The educational and mental health systems, say ae 
now being legally required to assume increasing responsibility 
delinquent behaviors, o. 

The socializing systems themselves can be examined rn us 
framework of organizational theories. Each can be conceptualize 
as an organizational complex consisting of (1) a basic agi TO 
human behavior which subsumes philosophy, assumptions, and 2 
liefs; (2) a developed body of behavioral knowledge; (3) a B 
socializing techniques and practices; and (4) a professional cadre 
indoctrinated in the philosophy, body of knowledge, and techniques 
which has official community sanction to practice these techniques 
(sanction can take the form of professional boards, certification, 
licensure, merit systems, and so on). 

The socializing systems have developed standardized instruments 
or action forms through which the power of the community is 
brought to bear upon the provocative behavers. These instruments 
are actually patterns of operations developed by the systems to in- 
tercede in behalf of the community. The operational patterns in- 
corporate all of the elements of the system listed above—behavioral 
orientation, knowledge, techniques, and professionals, In addition, 
they are the instruments of community power. They have a partic- 
ular location in space, usually a brick-and-mortar structure in a 
particular geographical location. They have specific behavioral goals 
for their various operations, They might, for instance, aim at con- 
struction, reconstruction, and/or containment of behavior. And 
finally, they usually have a particular behavioral focus for their 
Operations. Their focus can be upon interpersonal or intrapersonal 
antecedents of provocative behavior, upon the setting or situation 
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which provides the ground for the behavior, or upon the specific 
provocative behavior itself. 

The operational patterns themselves may have subunits, called 
programs. For instance, schools, as the major operational pattern of 
the educational system, frequently operate such behavioral programs 
as guidance, school social work, remedial reading, and special educa- 
tion. 

_ Power is a very significant element in juvenile delinquency opera- 
tional patterns and programs. The definition offered by Lippit, 


Polansky, Redl, and Rosen (1953, p. 463) is appropriate for the way‘ 


in which the term is being used here: “Social power is (a) the po- 
tentiality (b) for inducing forces (c) in other persons (d) toward 
acting or changing in a given direction.” 

_ The community transmits social power to the operational pattern 
in the least two different ways. In the first place, it commissions the 
individual professional to use behavior-shaping knowledge and tech- 
nique through such empowering mechanisms as certification, merit 
system ratings, boards, and licensing. In the second place, the com- 
munity assures direction and control of the operational pattern 
through direct representation of power groups on the advisory, pol- 
icy-making, or control boards of the operational patterns. 

The current important power groups represented in this second 
source of community power include (1) governmental and nongov- 
ernmental fund-granting and fund-controlling agencies, (2) repre- 
sentatives of the socializing systems, and (3) the informal commu- 
nity power structure. It is through these power groups that the 
community is more likely to act and insure its continued action. The 
professional must recognize the importance of these groups and be 
fully conscious of his relationship to them. He should recognize that 
he is a mediator between culture and individual, and not merely an 
agent of society. He is as much responsible for transmitting and 
representing the claims of the individual as he is for reconciling the 
individual to the community. His most effective avenue of rep- 
resentation of the individual is through the community power struc- 
ture, Through this structure he can institute reduction of community 
concern, redefinition of the nature of the provocation to which it is 


responding, and changes in community expectations and directions. 


REPRESENTATIVE PATTERNS AND PROGRAMS 


There are innumerable representative operational patterns and 
programs in each of the four-system categories discussed in this 
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chapter. Only a few selected examples which have attracted recent 
attention, have departed slightly from traditional patterns, or can 
best illustrate the elements of the operational pattern and program 
will be discussed. 


Cross-system Patterns 


In the cross-system, coordinated pattern, there is usually repre- 
sentation from education, social welfare, legal-correction, and med- 
icine or some combination of these. These units might be directly 
related to and participate in the power of governmental executive 
office, such as mayor (New York City Youth Board), commissions 
(Commissions Youth Council, Washington, D. C.), or governor (The 
California Youth Authority). On the other hand, the cross-system 
pattern might be independent of governmental relationships and 
participate in the informal power structure of the community. There 
are two relatively recent statutory stimulants to the proliferation of 
the cross-system patterns. One has already had considerable influ- 
ence in the establishment of such operational patterns. The other 
should have equal or greater influence. 

The oldest of these two is the Model Youth Authority Act, first 
promulgated in 1940 by the American Law Institute and revised by 
the same group in 1955. This act has stimulated cross-system pat- 
terns in California, Delaware, Illinois, Massachusetts, Minnesota, 
and Texas. Its influence can be seen in operational patterns of large 
cities, such as the Metropolitan Youth Commission in St. Louis, Mis- 
souri; the Commissioners’ Youth Council in Washington, D. C.; the 
New York City Youth Board? and the Chicago Youth Commission. 

This Youth Authority bill was aimed at youths under 21 but 
beyond juvenile court age. However, only the operational pattern in 
California has been applied to this target group. In spite of its in- 
fluence, the bill has continued to arouse controversy (Tappan, 1959; 
Youngdahl, 1956; Bloch and Flynn, 1956, p. 487). It is widely dis- 
cussed in the literature (Beck, 1951; McClosky, 1959; Robison, 1960, 
Pp. 525-536; Newman, 1958, pp. 49-51; Bloch and Flynn, 1956). 

The second source of probable influence is the Juvenile Delin- 
quency Offenses Act of 1961 (Public Law 87-274, September, 1961). 
This act encourages “coordination” among agencies and places con- 
siderable power within such patterns. The act not only designates 
fund-granting responsibility to the Secretary of Health, Education 
and Welfare but also adds the following power source: 
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The Secretary shall consult with the President's Committee on Juvenile Delin- 
quency and Youth Crime on matters of general policy and procedure arising 
in the administration of this Act, and shall consider the recommendations, if 
any, of such Committee on program applications submitted under section 3 or 
4 and on proposed studies or other actions to be undertaken pursuant to section 


5 (p. 3). 


Cross-system patterns are based upon many different philosophies 
and assumptions. Their orientation may be influenced by the typical 
model of one of the major systems involved or it may incorporate a 
mélange of such models. However, every cross-system pattern gives 
tacit recognition to an “organization” model and organization con- 
structs. In addition, each of these patterns seems to assume that a 
variety of behavior-shaping or educative approaches is necessary for 
community action in the area of juvenile delinquency. 

The New York City Youth Board, for example, seems to lean 
heavily upon organization theory and orientation. It assumes that a 
multiple organization of socializing systems is necessary. It is based 
upon local evidence that juvenile delinquency is embedded in a 
matrix of social problems which must be tackled as a whole. Fur- 
thermore, it assumes that juvenile delinquency is associated with a 
failure of the family as a socializing system (Wheland, 1958). 

The solution offered in New York is to mobilize socializing systems 
other than the family to perform this behavior-shaping task, and 
to provide stronger community supports and controls on behavior 
through “community organization.” 

The proposed Judge Baker Plan for Comprehensive Community 
Care of Juvenile Delinquents followed a combination medical and 
organizational model (Chap. 5, Appendix 1, N.LM.H. Report to 
Congress, 1960). The medical assumptions, for instance, are evident 
in the theoretical statements of Dr. Elizabeth Makkay which con- 
ceptualizes the delinquent act as a symptom of a neurotic illness. The 
combined orientation is also evident in Dr. George Gardner’s lan- 
guage, when he states that “. . . delinquency can be understood more 
and more as a complicated interplay among dynamic inner forces 
and social, economic, and cultural forces, all of which play important 
Parts in the etiology, pathology, and self-perpetuation of this dis- 
turbance (p. 14). ; i 

The Mobilization for Youth Pattern, established to cope with the 
problem of delinquency in the Lower Eastside neighborhood in New 
York City, is another example of the cross-system pattern. One in- 
terpretation of the Mobilization for Youth Project conceptualizes the 
basic problem as “. . . the disintegration of the community and the 
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replacement of an organized society by a congeries of peoples” 
(Appendix V, N.LM.H. Report to Congress on Juvenile Delin- 
quency, 1960, p. 3). The author of this statement sees the causes of 
delinquency to be multiple, embedded in the fabric of the society, 
and advocates an “integrated, interdisciplinary approach combining 
community organization, treatment services and research” (p. 5). 


Legal-correctional Patterns 


The legal-correctional system has traditional operational patterns, 
such as juvenile courts, juvenile bureaus, juvenile squads, probation 
department, court-related diagnostic centers, youth study centers, 
detention facilities, and training and correctional schools and in- 
stitutions. ° 

The basic orientation of this category of operational patterns is 
quite confused. Its assumptions about human behavior, its body of 
knowledge, and its methods are frequently in conflict. The problem 
was adequately presented by Cressey (1957) in this statement: 


In contemporary professional and academic penological circles it is not con- 
sidered quite proper to talk about correctional agencies as places of punish- 


ment; it seems timely to call attention to the fact that our society expects them 
to be punitive. 


The issue comes out more clearly, however, in discussion of prisons 
and institutions for juveniles. These agencies are expected to be 
punitive but at the same time, they are expected to be treatment 
organizations, like mental hospitals (Middendorff, p. 115). 


Tappan (1952) argues that one of the consequences of this con- 


fusion is that children are deprived of their rights of “due process” 
and “justice under the law.” 


Among the deprivations which he sees 
are the following: 


(1) There are no clear and definite substantive norms for delin- 
quency, thus the definition can be stretched to suit any purpose, 
group, or individual having any type of jurisdiction over children. 

(2) The child does not have legal counsel or legal representation 
in court. The “social investigation” is the means of determining 
whether the child be adjudicated delinquent and whether a problem 
exists, such as to invite treatment. Tappan says that “. . . because of 
the limitation in time and training of the staff there is altogether too 
little eross-checking of information to assure the accuracy of factual 

ata. Surmise, opinion, gossip, scandal, hearsay, the distorted views 
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of prejudiced informants are too commonly accepted as the basis for 
subsequent court action” (p. 35). 

(3) In most jurisdictions the child has no right to demand jury 
trial. He is not advised of his right to seek counsel or to seek wit- 
nesses in his behalf. 

(4) In the vast majority of jurisdictions it is not required that 
there be proof beyond a reasonable doubt of the child’s delinquency 
to support a finding of delinquency. 

(5) In comparing the children’s court to the criminal court, Tap- 
pan claims: “The most striking contrast in adjudication and disposi- 
tion, however, is the far greater likelihood that the child coming to 
the juvenile court will be subjected to correctional measures than is 
true of adults accused of crime. . . . Next to this phenomena, the 
most striking feature of children’s court operation is the relatively 
long periods of institutional treatment and—to a somewhat lesser 
extent—of probation supervision to which children are exposed for 
minor conduct problems, as compared to adult criminals” (p. 37). 


This conflict of orientation extends through the total range of 
operational patterns in the legal-correctional category. It includes 
such occurrences as the youth authority and the juvenile police de- 
partment in a large city maintaining separate gang files which are 
closed to each other. Another example consists of two units in a 
Youth Division of a major police department which are housed in the 
same building. The personnel of these two units have divergent 
Orientations toward delinquent behavior. They were reported to 
have no contact with each other; and their unit commanders, with 
jurisdiction over the same territory, had not conferred or even met 
each other (Interim Report No. VII, Juvenile Delinquency Evalua- 
tion Project, 1957). p 

Some of the less traditional patterns and programs which are cur- 
rently being widely discussed and written about include those de- 
scribed briefly below. 

Forestry camps have become quite popular as an answer to the 
problem of delinquency (Stark, 1937; Holton, 1941; Close, 1945; 
Zuck, 1949; Breed, 1953). These camps possess a long history, hav- 
ing been established originally in the Forestry Department of Los 
Angeles by Karl Holton during the 1930's. This is actually the pat- 
tern of the CCC camps, prior to World War II, which has been 
copied in New York, California, Michigan, Wisconsin, Ohio, Min- 


nesota, Illinois, and Tennessee. 
In California, boys are referred by the Youth Authority after 
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diagnostic screening and are grouped and placed under the supervi- 
sion of a junior and senior counselor. Their various work assign- 
ments include trail building, road mending, telephone line mainte- 
nance, and pulpwood production. A camp contains fifty to seventy 
boys whose length of stay is no longer than six months. There are 
recreational, individual and group counseling, educational, and re- 
ligious programs. . ; i 
Another pattern embraces special institutions, such as Wiltwyc 
(McCord and McCord, 1956) and Highfields (Weeks, 1958). High- 
fields is a short-term, small, institutional pattern in New Jersey. De- 
linquents are received through the courts and a diagnostic center. 
Housed in the former Charles and Anne Lindbergh home, it consists 
of work groups of boys in supervised situations for 40 hours per 
week, guided group discussions five nights per week, and recreation 
and earned three-day furloughs. . 
The “half-way” pattern, such as probation homes and hostels in 
England, have received considerable attention recently. The proba- 
tion hostel developed since World War I and is an integral part of 
the probation system in England (Spencer and Grygier, 1959). It is 
somewhat similar to an institutional program, but allows for some 
interesting variation. With the consent of the probationer, the judge 
or magistrate setting the probation terms can insert a condition of 
residence in a hostel up to twelve months. The probationers live in 
the hostel and work outside. France has a similar pattern in the 
foyers de semi-liberte (Arcadias, 1954) 
Another English pattern is a “new” 
These centers, seemin 


type of detention center. 


gly based upon a philosophy expressed by 
Grunhüt (1955), take juveniles from 14 to 21 years of age for a 
period of about three months. They are for treatment of a deliber- 
ately punitive character, “which is still acceptable from an educa- 
tional point of view... .” This program, which has been called a 
“short sharp shock,” was established in the Criminal Justice Act of 
1958. The act provides for centers for two age groups—one for boys 
14 to 17 years old and one for boys 14 to 21 years of age. In describ- 
ing two of these for juniors, one at Oxford and one at Derbyshire, 
Wills (1962) says: 


The regime is variously descr 
is no doubt that it is intende 
day begins at 6:15 with P. 


ibed as brisk, invigorating, disciplined, and there 
d to make the inmates sit up and take notice. The 
T., and continues “at the double” until nine in the 
evening. The whole day is planned and there is no time for mooning and 
loafing. Boys of school age have normal lessons during the day, but also have 


jobs of work to do and activities to participate in during their spare time. The 
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older boys work hard all day and have lessons or other activities in the eve- 
nings, with of course for both groups organized sport and religious observance 
at the week end. The hope is that the boys will learn to appreciate the pleasure 
to be derived from a good job well done, and the satisfaction to be found in 


“all out” physical effort (pp. 118, 119). 


Still another pattern is the attendance centers in England. Here 
boys between 12 and 21 are ordered by the court to take part in a 
time-limited program while attending school or holding a job. They 
must attend a center for not more than 12 hours, in installments of 
not more than 3 hours at a time. 

The Citizenship Training Group in Boston offers a similar plan 
(Maglio, 1959). Boys between 12 and 17 years of age placed on pro- 
bation by the Boston Juvenile Court are required, as a condition of 
their probation, to attend the training program. Attendance is for 
twelve weeks, five days per week from 3:30 to 5:30 p.m, The pro- 
gram includes physical conditioning, crafts, and group discussions. 
The Pinehills Program located near the Brigham Young campus at 
Provo, Utah, is also very similar. 

The United States Army has a program which bears some of the 


features of this pattern. Since World War II there have been screen- 
ing and training procedures for soldiers who have been sentenced, 
which has made possible a more flexible program for administering a 


sentence, Offenders capable of potential restoration are either organ- 


ized into special training units for a period of at least 20 hours per 
its. If they are released 


week, or they may be released to training uni 
to training units, they are expected to follow the training schedule of 
their own or similar units during normal training hours, returning to 
the stockade for custodial purposes during nonduty hours. 

There are countless other operational patterns and program within 
the legal-correctional system. The sample given should be sufficient 
to provide referents, and an understanding of the orientation of the 


System. 


Social Welfare Patterns 


The social welfare system has been even more prolific than the 
other systems in developing patterns and programs. In addition to 
delinquency-focused programs within Public Welfare Departments 
and Family or Child Care Agencies, this system includes such pat- 
terns as settlement houses, community centers, area councils, recrea- 
tion centers and other group-work agencies, homes for unwed 


mothers, youth employment programs, and summer camps. 
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Usually, a particular pattern or program is conceptually © ran 
and conceptually bound to a specific kind of discordant be en = 
which is arousing community concern. Because of this direct rela- 
tionship to the manifest behavior, the social welfare system seems 4 
encompass a great diversity of operational patterns and program 

Historically, these varied efforts within the social welfare oe 
have grown out of the ecclesiastic programs and patterns dea ing 
with poor relief. This relief effort, following the Reformation, <a 
came a direct community responsibility and was codified in the 
famous statute of the Poor Relief Act of 1601, and in the reforms of 
the Poor Law Amendment Act of 1834. It appears reasonable to 
say that a major portion of the social welfare patterns and programs 
are, even today, closely related to the concept of “poor relief, al- 
though the professionals within the system may reject this orienta- 
tion. 

An example of the responsiveness of the programs of this system to 
current behavioral concerns of the community can be seen in the pro- 
grams of gang-work, street-corner group worker, or street-club work 
for gang control. This type of program has one of its roots in the 
Chicago Area Project, begun over twenty-five years ago under the 
influence of Clifford Shaw (Kobrin, 1959). ; 
nts: recreation, community 
gangs and individual boys. It is 
ly become very popular in large 


urban areas. Some of the newer gang behavior programs which have 


been most frequently reported are the Roxbury, or Boston Special 
Youth Program (Miller, 1958, 1959); the Hyde Park Project in 
Chicago (Gandy, 1959); the Los Angeles Youth Project (Alston, 
1951); the Street Clubs Program of the New York City Youth Board 
(Reaching the F ighting Gang, 1960); and the gang control operation 
of the Commissioners’ Youth Council in Washington, D. C. (Trev- 
vett, 1960). Gang work is not restricted to the United States. Father 
Borelli, “the urchin’s priest,” worked with gangs in Naples, Italy 
(West, 1957); and in France, the équipes d’ amitié have made efforts 


similar to those in the United States (Parrot and Gueneau, 1959). 
Father Alan Cox, in Montreal, Canada, 
gram, 


Gang theory has been elaborately developed in such works as 
Whyte (1943), Cohen (1955), Cloward and Ohlin (1961), Miller 
(1958), Bloch and Niederhoffer (1958), and Scott (1956). 

Services to “multiproblem families” is 
gram which has become quite popular i 


also carries on a similar pro- 


another social welfare pro- 
n recent years. The occur- 
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rence of multiproblem families has been dramatized by the studies of 
Buell e¢ al. (Buell e¢ al., 1952; Buck, Buell, and Kandle, 1951). In 
their St. Paul study they reported about 6 per cent of the families 
were suffering from a combination of serious problems and were 
using 46 per cent of the community organized health services, 55 
per cent of its adjustment services, and 68 per cent of its dependency 
services, 

These findings have been supported in many other cities. In New 
York City, for instance, they have become a demographic fact upon 
which an important segment of the Youth Board's pattern has been 
founded. Ralph Wheland (1958) reported in a Senate subcommittee 
investigation: “In New York City, our research reveals, fewer than 
1 per cent of the families make up the hard core responsible for some 
75 per cent of the juvenile delinquency” (p. 85). 

On this basis, the Youth Board has developed a program of “ag- 
gressive casework” to reach these families. In a quantitative analysis 
of a sample of 150 such families, the Youth Board categorized them 
on the basis of failure of functioning of the mother, the father, sib- 
lings, failure in marital adjustment, and economic deprivation. Of 
the 150 families, 87 per cent were failures in three or more areas, 35 
per cent were failures in all five areas, 39 per cent in four areas, and 
only 13 per cent in less than three areas. Forty-five per cent of the 
fathers were separated from the families, and another 10 per cent 
were deceased. Over half of them were entirely financially depend- 
ent. 

Another social welfare program focused upon the family as a unit 
constitutes the camps for asocial families which have been in opera- 
tion in Holland since World War II. This program was recently 
recommended for inclusion in the programs of the Commissioners 
Youth Council in Washington, D. C. (Trevvett, 1958). 

The Ministry of Social Work in Holland operates twelve camps, 
with twelve to eighteen families, each located in a rural area three 
or four miles from the nearest town. The rehabilitation attempt not 
only concentrates on supplying housing, food, clothing, and so on, 
but also tries integrating the family into society. Referrals are made 
from local communities after intensive social, physical, and psychi- 
atric screening. The objective is to retain family ties and develop 
adequate interpersonal relationships and a healthy family life. 

Other social welfare patterns and programs will be mentioned 
briefly in the section which discusses operational goals and foci. A 
comprehensive catalogue of operational patterns and programs in 
the social welfare category would produce an even more voluminous 
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document than that provided by the National Education Association 
in its published survey of principles and practices of education in the 
area of juvenile delinquency (Kvaraceus and Ulrich, 1959). 


Educational Patterns 


As the above-mentioned publications indicate, the educational 
system is very much involved in community concern over discordant 
child behavior. From the community point of view, the educational 
system shares equal, and maybe greater, responsibility than the 
family for the enculturation of children. 

The community relies heavily upon the school and brings its 
power structure strongly to bear upon the educational system to 
develop children toward the cultural type. The school has the major 
responsibility for transforming the human nature of the child in such 
a way that he will become a “bearer of the culture” (Clarke, 1948). 

The major orientation of education operational patterns and pro- 
grams is, to paraphrase Rousseau, to reconcile the child’s individual 
claims with the social claims. It is the major place in which the 
community attempts a synthesis of nature and nurture, 

The educational system in the United States has developed only 
one operational pattern to accomplish this task. This is the school. 
Reports (e.g., Conant [1961]) raise questions concerning the appro- 
priateness of the present pattern for the great American slums. Per- 
haps we need new patterns for this group. The teacher-learner 
transaction does not have to be carried on in this particular setting. 
Other settings might be devised which are more effective. The 
gang-worker, for instance, might be more clearly structured as a 


teacher. His role might be more carefully defined as an educational 
one. 


Another possibility for education of this group might be a revival 
of the apprenticeship system in this country. It is still active in Euro- 
pean countries (Kohler, 1960, p. 12). An apprentice-master relation- 
ship might accomplish as much for some of these children as our 
present school pattern. There is evidence that these schools are fail- 
ing to teach the delinquency-prone child even such fundamentals as 
reading. There is no reason why reading could not be incorporated 
into an apprenticeship program. 

The Kibbutzim program in Israel might also offer suggestions for 
new kinds of teaching-learning programs. Perhaps they could be 
used to teach the combined skills learned in family and school in our 
typical American community. They might be quite appropriate in 
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disorganized neighborhoods made up of disintegrated family units. 

The single stereotyped operational pattern of schools has occasion- 
ally been redesigned slightly to incorporate the child who is called 
delinquent. Typical of this is the Montefiore School in Chicago, and 
the pattern of the “600” schools in New York City. The “600” schools 
are administered by the Division of Child Welfare of the New York 
City school system. There are more than twenty such schools, fall- 
ing into the categories of day schools, remand centers, institutions, 
and hospital schools. They “are composed of children who, in previ- 
ous schools, have been unable to get along with adults or peers; and 
who, because of their extreme aggressiveness, could not be contained 
in a classroom or in the school” (Annual report—The “600” Schools, 
1958-1959). 

Most frequently, however, schools have attempted to graft on a 
multitude of special programs to deal with the problems of delin- 
quency. In addition to the “600” school program, one of the most 
complex and complicated examples of a multitude of specialized 
programs can be found in the New York City school system, under 
the Division of Child Welfare of the Board of Education. This divi- 
sion, consisting of eleven different bureaus, offers samples of almost 
every kind of special school program that exists in this country. It 
has an elaborate special education program, a program of educa- 
tional and vocational guidance, and probably one of the largest 
single systems of child guidance clinical services in any part of the 
world. Each of these semiautonomous units approaches discordant 
behavior in its own way and with its own specialists. 

Still another education operational pattern offered by New York 
City is the All-Day Neighborhood School. These are nine regular 
elementary schools and are included in the “special service schools,” 
a designation given by the Board of Education to about 25 per cent 
of the New York City elementary and junior high schools. The “spe- 
cial service schools” rank lowest according to such factors as mean 
reading grade and IQ and highest according to percentage of chil- 
dren getting free lunch, of pupil mobility, and of children having 
language handicap. Most of these schools have predominantly mi- 
nority group children and classes of 30 per cent or more non-English 
Speaking students (Interim Report No. XIII, Juvenile Delinquency 
Evaluation Project, December 1959). The All-Day Neighborhood 
schools have three goals: cultural enri 


chment, help to children with 
problems, and work with parents, citizens, and neighborhood. 
Another example of a unique Sc 


hool program is Los Angeles 
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County Reception Center training program in which the teaching of 
vocational skills and prevocational skills and habits are carried on 
within the academic classroom. It is highly programmed, with a 
careful analysis of the important behaviors demanded in work situa- 
tions. 

A sequence of learning episodes for acquisition of new habits, 
understandings, purposes, goals, ideals, feelings, and attitudes are 
carefully prepared for each child. Each of these episodes is pre- 
sented to the boys as a job rather than as an assignment. They are 
planned in terms of the individuals abilities, interest, academic 
skills, and underachievements, The level and number of jobs re- 
quired are determined on the basis of achievement tests and mental 
age of mental ability expectancy levels. The teacher acts as foreman 
and provides conditions and opportunities for learning skills and vo- 
cational or on-the-job skills and behaviors (Los Angeles County Spe- 
cial Schools, Reception Center, 1959). 

There are numerous other patterns and programs in the schools in 
the United States. The traditional ones. include pupil-personnel 
services, school-psychology programs, school-social work programs, 
clinical programs, and others, A basic reference work for samples of 
such patterns throughout the country can be found in the already 
mentioned Kvaraceus and Ulrich (1959). 

In other countries we also find a number of interesting educational 
patterns and programs oriented toward the problems associated with 
delinquency. 


In England, for instance, there are a number of semi-independent 
schools for maladjusted children which 


> 


quents, using the orientation and techniques of this group. 
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Medical Patterns 


Medical patterns and programs are developed upon a concept of 
the genetically based social character of the human individual which 
unfolds in phases of epigenetic development. The clearest state- 
ments of this orientation have probably come from psychoanalysis. 
Examples of such theoretical constructions are contained in the 
works of Kate Friedlander (1947) and Erik Erikson (1950). In its 
direct application to special operational patterns, the writing of 
George Gardner and Elizabeth Makkay et al. (1960) spell out the 
structure and techniques of the system. This orientation is being 
criticized or questioned by theorists who prefer sociological and 
ae constructions (Hakeem, 1958; Cohen, 1955; Kobrin, 

9). n 

Within the medical construction, the discordant behavior of the 
delinquent is a symptom associated with an underlying pathology or 
an illness which can be diagnosed and treated and, perhaps, cured 
i clinical methods (Karpman, 1954; Makkay, 1960; Shields, 

62). A 

The medical orientation has considerable influence in communi- 
ties concerned with discordant behavior. The professionals within 
the medical system are frequently called upon by members of the 
informal power structure. Usually, this professional person will sug- 
gest a child guidance clinic or a residential treatment center as a 
cure-all (in the same way that professionals in other systems usually 
recommend traditional operational patterns of their own systems). 

These two patterns have proliferated, not only in child guidance 
and mental health clinics, but also within all of the other operational 
patterns. There are clinics in school, in courts or detention centers, 
in prisons, and in community centers. Many correctional institutions 
have shifted their operational pattern toward medical concepts and 
have become residential treatment centers. 

The child guidance clinic pattern has 
neering work of William Healy and Augusta Bronner (1936). [he 
Judge Baker Child Guidance Center in Boston is an existing link 
with the work of these two pioneers in the treatment of juvenile de- 
linquency. This is the same center that was the subject of the early 
Glueck and Glueck studies (1934). , 

One of the most publicized recent attempts to demonstrate resi- 
dential treatment of children with extremely discordant behavior 
was the intensive effort of Dr. Fritz Redl and associates in the Child 


been popular since the pio-\ 


< 
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Research Branch of the Clinical Center at the National Institute of 
Mental Health in Bethesda, Maryland. This special project existed 
from September 1953 until July 1959. The effort, although of great 
heuristic value, pointed to some of the problems of treating delin- 
quents within a hospital setting. An account of this project = 
mitted in support of a report from N.I.M.H. to Congress on ee 
delinquency (Vol. 6, Appendix IX, 1960) notes: “As things turne 
out, the nature of the work demanded certain liberties of an admin- 
istrative character that clashed painfully with the realities of normal 
hospital management” (p. 19). 


OPERATIONAL Goats 


The operational pattern has been conceptualized as the opera- 
tional units of the professional socializing systems. These units in- 
clude all of the elements of the system—a basic orientation to human 
behavior, a body of knowledge, a set of socializing techniques, and 
a group of professionals who have adopted the orientation and 
learned the body of knowledge and techniques. In addition, the 
action patterns of the socializing systems comprise institutionalized 
community power, a structure, a geographical locus, a set of explicit 
goals, and an explicit focus for their operations. The latter two ele- 


ments, the goals and the foci, are particularly significant elements of 
the patterns, 


certain socializing systems rather than with others. 


These goals might be conceived of as growing out of the folklore 
of society about ways of influencing human behavior, or they could 


be conceived as social goals for the human organism, 


Constraint and Control 


enters, training school, and so on. However, it is 
to some extent in many other patterns, such as the 
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terim Report, No. VI, December 1957): “Strictly in terms of a ‘con- 
taining’ function, the ‘600° day schools seem to be doing an admir- 
able job.” 

Constraint patterns are not only those which exile the discordant 
from the community, but also some of them attempt to limit or con- 
trol the behavior without removing the behaver. Furthermore, most 
socializing systems believe that external restraint is a prerequisite for 
the building of internal constraint. 

Many behavioral theories contain constraining concepts. In the 
psychoanalytic construction of human behavior, the child begins as, 
a small human being governed solely by his impulses, the satisfaction 
of which gives him pleasure. Friedlander (1947) states: “Deep 
down in the unconscious these old anti-social impulses which we 
have seen expressed in the toddler are still alive, and influence the 
thoughts and actions of the adult” (p. 14). They are handled in 
their mature edition through a variety of constraining or sublimating 
mechanisms. 

The learning theorists also employ constraining concepts. Guthrie 
(1938) says: “All learning involves associative inhibition. Acquiring 
a tendency to respond in any manner whatsoever to a situation 
ae involve losing other conflicting tendencies already established 

p. 54), 

Some of the newer techniques of behavioral therapy may have 
considerable effect upon constraining and control patterns. Most of 
these involve extinction or suppression of old behaviors by supplant- 
ing them with new ones. Mary Cover Jones’ well-known work with 
Peter (1924) in deconditioning fear behavior to a white rabbit isa 
classic forerunner of these methods. The techniques of reciprocal 
inhibition and desensitization developed by Joseph Wolpe (1958) 
could also have application to extinction or containment of ae 
quent behavior by direct control methods. The operant-interper ae 
method used by King, Armitage, and Tilton (1960) offers anot G 
technique which could have utility in this category. The = 
tion of learning principles in a psychiatric hospital by Ayl on hte 
Michael (1959) is still another example. The present-day app i. 
tions of Knight Dunlap’s technique of negative practice by Leshan 
(1942) is another possibility. 

One can see the constraint 
“school” of Burgess, Shaw, McK 
about the Chicago Area Project 
generation control produced the con 


and control emphasis in the Chicago 
ay, and Kobrin. Kobrin in talking 
(1959) says: “Disruption of cross- 
ditions for the emergence of a 
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variant species of youth subculture in these communities marked by 
a tradition of sophisticated delinquency” (p. 21). 
Nye (1958) says: 


It is our position, therefore, that in general behavior prescribed as delinquent 
or criminal need not be explained in any positive sense, since it usually results 
in quicker and easier achievement of goals than the normative behavior. The 
processes, agencies, and relationships which prevent it are the subject of social 
control as applied to delinquency (p. 5). 


He says that his concept of control embraces four “not unrelated” 
clusters of attitudes and behavior patterns: (1) direct control from 
without, (2) internalized control through conscience, (8) indirect 


control through identification, and (4) availability of alternative 
means to goals and values. 


Remediation and Re-formation 


Any pattern or program whose techniques and operations have the 
goal of remediation, reinstatement, re-formation, reconstruction, or 
re-education would be classified within this category. Psychotherapy 
is a technique associated with this type of goal, as are remedial read- 
ing and rehabilitation programs. For the most part, the medical and 
social welfare patterns have this major behavioral goal. 

This goal is built upon the assumption that there is a development 
within the individual (or sometimes, the situation) which has to be 


tion of the total personality of the individual. These Operations as- 
sume a history of maldevelopment, disorganization, faulty learning, 
or pathology. They do not aim primarily at control of behavior or 


constraint of behavior, but upon a remolding of the incorrectly de- 
veloped behavior, 


cannot be attacked direct] 
themselves in the place of the behavior of concern. 

An expression of this point of view can be found in some of the 
psychotherapeutically oriented theorists (Friedlander, 1947, p. 116; 


Healy and Bronner, 1936, p. 7; and Makkay, 1960, p. 79). Fried- 
lander, for instance, says: 


ome of an unconscious mental conflict, and un- 


A neurotic symptom is the oute 
le s revealed the symptom appears to the person 


ss the unconscious material i 


DELINQUENCY AND COMMUNITY ACTION 229 


afflicted with it and to the onlooker to be entirely meaningless. In the same way 
certain delinquent acts can be understood only if their unconscious motivation 
is unearthed. It has been found that there is no fundamental difference be- 
tween unconscious conflicts underlying neurotic symptoms formation and un- 
conscious conflicts causing those delinquent actions which we might call 
“delinquent symptoms” (p. 116). 


Construction or Formation 


The third category of goals of operational patterns is construction, 
formation, or development. This is a goal which is more common to 
the operational patterns of the system of education. The term pre- 
vention has gained widespread popularity among people concerned 
with juvenile delinquency, but there are very few patterns devoted 
to prevention in terms of its specific operations. 

The concept of prevention is dependent upon historical tracing of 
antecedents of juvenile delinquents’ behaviors. However, there is 
little unanimity among historically oriented theorists and practition- 
ers socializing with respect to the crucial antecedents of discordant 
behavior, Therefore, there are few specific “preventive techniques 
and few patterns of operations specifically dedicated to prevention. 

The operational patterns of education might be conceptualized as 
constructive or developmental. The kinds of operations which the 
other socializing systems have developed assume that the behavior 
has gone awry and intervention is necessary to reinstate more normal 
or concordant behavior. The system of education within its opera- 
tional goals and its techniques, however, is devoted to construction 
or formation of the person into the cultural type. This end has been 
stated for education by sociologists (Mannheim, 1950), educationa 
philosophers (Clarke, 1948), and psychologists (James, 1946). ' 

The Educational Policies Commission (1938) said: “The genera 
end of education in America at the present time is the fullest possi- 
ble development of the individual within the framework of our 
present industrialized society” (p. 41). This commission has de- 
clared that educational purposes are a form of social policy, a pro- 
gram of social action based on an accepted scale of values. 

The system of education, in addition, appears to be the majai so- 
cializing system to which the community, through its paum s ne 
ture, turns when it is inspired by contributory constructive 
creative behavior of its community members. When such p 
concern is aroused and the community wishes to assure that such 
behaviors will continue and will be replicated, the school is given 
the task of acting in the community’s behalf. 


230 JUVENILE DELINQUENCY 


The operational goals of education, therefore, can be perceived 
primarily as “construction” rather than reconstruction” or ie 
straint”; and the techniques of education can be applied in behalf ol 
either community negative concern, aroused by discordant behavior, 
or community positive concern, when aroused by contributory be- 
havior. 

Schools, of course, are not the only socializing system devoted to 
constructive goals, This subsidiary goal can also be found in the 
operational patterns of the social welfare system, the legal-correc- 
tional system, and the medical system. The area approach, for in- 
stance, as exemplified in the Chicago Area Project, has not only the 
goal of reorganization of neighborhoods to control discordant be- 
havior, but also the development of an organization which will 
stimulate the positive and creative forces of leadership within the 
area. ; 

A clear statement of constructive operational goals is contained an 
one of the presentations of the Mobilization for Youth project. This 
presentation associates the project with a set of theoretical state- 
ments which attempt to integrate and reconceptualize the cultural 
transmission and differential association tradition in sociological ap- 
proaches to delinquency, The reconceptualization is contained in 
the theory of Richard Cloward and Lloyd Ohlin (1961), In the 
view of these authors, “, . pressures toward the formation of de- 
linquent subcultures originate in marked discrepancies between 
culturally induced aspirations among lower-class youth and the pos- 
sibilities of achieving them by legitimate means” (p. 78). 

These authors advocate that, in addition to re-establishing mecha- 
nisms for “control” in disorganized slum communities, we also de- 
velop structures through which the lower class child can achieve the 
eulturally induced aspirations: “Slum neighborhoods appear to us to 
be undergoing progressive disintegration, The old structures, which 
provided social control and avenues of social ascent, are breaking 
down. Legitimate but functional substitutes for these traditional 
structures must be developed if we are to stem the trend toward 
violence and retreatism among adolescents in urban slums” (p. 211). 


S ummary 


In summary, a logical analysis of the a 
tions in the operational patterns of the | 
sional educative systems su 


Pparent goals of the opera- 
egally commissioned profes- 
ggests the following goal categories: (1) 
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constraint and control, (2) remediation and re-formation, and (3) 
construction or formation. The techniques which are derived from 
the basic philosophy or orientation of the socializing systems seem 
to be directly related to these behavior-shaping goals. Although no 
system relies exclusively upon a single goal in their operational pat- 
terns and programs, there is a major emphasis upon one or the other. 
The three systems of medicine, legal-correctional, and social welfare 
appear to emphasize constraining or re-forming goals. The system 
of education has a single operational pattern of school which seems 
to orient its techniques and forces toward the forming or construc- 


tion of the child. 


THE OPERATIONAL Foci 


In addition to operational goals, the patterns usually have specific 
foci for their operations. It is a rare pattern or program which has a 
single focus. However, as in the case of operational goals, a particu- 
lar pattern or program usually has a primary focus which is reflected 
in the kinds of techniques utilized to shape behavior. As we examine 
the operations and techniques of various operational patterns, we 
can divide the foci into: 

(1) Interpersonal or intrapersonal factors belie 


ated with the discordant behavior. 
(2) The setting or situation within which the behavior recurs. 
(3) The specific pattern of discordant behavior which is arousing 
the concern of the community. 
As indicated in a previous paragraph, the focus can be deducted 
from a study of the major operations or techniques employed within 
the operational pattern. When a community empowers the educa- 
tive agents of a particular professional educative system to practice 
their techniques directly upon provocative behavers and their be- 
haviors, it frequently specifies that particular techniques are the 
property of the particular system. One of the major recent contro- 
versies between professionals over legal right to practice a technique 
has been between psychiatry and psychology. The new licensing or 
certification laws for psychologists have been battlegrounds upon 
which the ownership of psychotherapy has been bitterly contested. 
This quarrel reflects not only the whims of the two professional 
groups involved, but also the gravity with which communities legally 
approve and empower the use of specific techniques aimed at specific 


human factors. 


ved to be associ- 
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Personal Factors 


The operational patterns which focus upon interpersonal and 
intrapersonal factors in juvenile delinquency currently favor the 
techniques of (1) diagnosis and (2) psychotherapy. The techniques 
of diagnosis and therapy, of course, are derived from a medical con- 
ception of human behavior. The problem of “diagnosis” in the delin- 
quency area is a particularly difficult one for the clinically oriented 
professional. In the first place, although there is usually a verbal 
recognition of a distinction between the psychopath or sociopath and 
the delinquent, this distinction is not always evident in the thinking 
or writing of clinicians. : 

The first Round Table of the American Orthopsychiatric Associa- 
tion (Karpman, 1950) which concentrated upon the delinquency 
area was entitled The Psychopathic Delinquent Child. It was not 
until the discussion period of the second Round Table that there was 
an attempt to make a distinction between the psychopathic and the 
delinquent child. In either case, whether merging or differentiating 
these two concepts, the diagnostic approach admits considerable 
confusion. Karpman ( 1950) said: “There is no nosological condition 
in the entire field of psychiatry on which there is so little agreement, 
and which is subject to so much misunderstanding and equivocation, 
as that of psychopathy and psychopathic personality” (p. 223). 
Peck, in another Round Table (1955), said: “Let us be clear then 


(p. 266). 


Bender, in the same Round Table quoted above, took a different 
point of view and said that any delinquent child falls in some psychi- 
atric classification (p. 274). She adds that she cannot understand 
what is meant by “normal” delinquency. Kanner (1955), on the 
other hand, presents two cases of delinquency and says that they 
should suffice to demonstrate the futility of trying to find a common 
denominator for all childhood delinquency, 

Part of the problem lies in the divergent theorizing about ante- 
cedent factors, Although most clinicians agree that there are multi- 
ple causes or antecedents, and that criminal behavior of the same 
type may mean quite different things from individual to individual, 
this is not always so clear in their discussions. Louis Lurie (1951, 
1953) seems to assume a constitutional basis for discordant behavior. 
Others believe that extreme examples of discordant behavior may not 
be explained primarily upon a constitutional basis; however, once 
the condition has progressed to a certain point, there is a formed 
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substratum which is unalterable. Still others accept the possibili 
ears > ibi 
airaa ogi aa i 5 factors bat lay Feen = 
n the kinds of early relationship experi i 
un ( a 1950; lach, 1952). ee SSE 
s further evidence of the difficulty involved in i i 
approach, several studies have shown that the major ee + 
judicated delinquents either cannot be placed in a clinical category 
a that there is very little reliability of diagnosis (Reiss, 1952; Over- 
olser, 1944, p. 156; Hakeem, 1958, pp. 79-112). 
_ The technique of psychotherapy as applied to interpersonal and 
ti factors offers the same problems. Stella Chess says: 
b he problem of delinquency as a whole is not likely to be answered 
v es psychotherapy. It requires epidemiological and socio- 
es approaches’ (p. 5). John Rose opened a 1952 symposium of 
le \merican Orthopsychiatric Association by saying that the prob- 
m remains that many of these cases are simply not accessible to 
psychotherapy. Robinson (1959, p. 224) observes that the delin- 
quent child is notoriously hard to reach in psychotherapy or indeed 
E any type of personal relationship. Cleckley (1962) agrees with 
akeem that there is no scientific evidence for a specific medical or 
psychiatric treatment for delinquency. 
one the other hand, there has developed an elaborate body of lit- 
Sch a on such treatment (Aichhorn, 1959; F riedlander, 1947; 
Slack eberg, 1935; Noshpitz, 1957). A recent innovation by Charles 
the (1960) has the “therapist” playing the “patient” and assuming 
d a of student to the delinquent teacher who is the expert on 
delinquency. Slack uses the terms “experimenter” for therapist and 
subject” for patient. The author of this chapter had the interesting 
in unique experience of discussing Dr. Slack’s work with him, 
ee the interpolated comments and interpretations of one of 
€se consultant delinquents. 


The Setting or Situation 

ead of focusing their techniques 
] factors and the organism, give 
tuation out of which discordant 
hniques with this focus are (1) 
organization. 

d of either directly within the 
losely to the social 


pecs operational patterns, inst 
l specific operations on persona 
Major emphasis to the setting or si 

ehavior arises, The two major tec 
milieu therapy and (2) community 

Milieu therapy has been conceive 
medical paradigm, or has been structured more c 
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welfare or the educational paradigm. Rioch and Stanton (1953) de- 
fine milieu therapy within the medical paradigm as: “. . . procedures 
directed toward the modification of the environmental part of the 
patient-environment process with a view to facilitating more satisfac- 
tory patterns of interaction . . .” (p. 65). In the area of discordant 
behavior, such people as Redl (1957), Jones (1953), and Bettleheim 
(1950) have attempted to spell out the operations of milieu therapy. 
In the educational or social welfare orientation, milieu therapy has 
been practiced and described by Homer Lane (1928), Makarenko 
(1955), and Wills (1941). 

Community organization operations were originally developed 
and applied to delinquent populations by the Chicago Area Project 
(Kobrin, 1959). The basic procedure is the development of local 
welfare organization among residents of the high delinquency rate 
neighborhoods. This involves identifying the residents holding key 
positions of influence and arousal of their interest in youth welfare 
activities. P 

Thelen and Sarchet (1954) published a manual for community 
leaders called Neighbors in Action, which describes the block organ- 
ization approach which has resulted in some 200 blocks organized in 
Chicago to promote physical maintenance of property and prevent 
deterioration, solve problems of social relations, and organize com- 
munity-wide projects. This type of operation has become extremely 
popular and can be found in most of the patterns and programs 
based upon the Model Youth Authority Act. It has been sponsored 
by state departments, community councils, universities, civic organi- 
zations, and many others. 

One of the interesting community or 
effort of the National Probation ar 
tion Program, which is fin 


ganization approaches is the 
ad Parole Association Citizen Ac- 
anced through a Ford Foundation grant. 
This program involves a loose federation of state councils related to 
a national chairman. The state councils consist of members who 
have power and influence in the state. They are prominent leaders 
in business, industry, law, labor, religion, agriculture, finance, pub- 
lishing, and education. The responsibility of the state council is to 
inform itself about the state’s facilities and services for dealing with 
juvenile and youthful offenders from first contact to disposition and 
final treatment. The council then informs the public and attempts to 
get action on the problem. There are councils in such states as 


Texas, Michigan, Washington, Ohio, Montana, Indiana, Oklahoma, 
and West Virginia. 
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Specific Behavior 


There are a number of operational patterns and programs which 
focus upon specific discordant behaviors associated with juvenile de- 
linquency. Examples of this focus are programs aimed at drug addic- 
tion and alcoholism, and those concerned with the by-product of 
sexual promiscuity in teen-agers, such as venereal disease programs 
and homes for unwed mothers. There are also numerous programs 
focused on job behavior and job-getting. 

Another focus on specific behaviors can be found in the operations 
aimed at fighting behavior in gangs. This is one of the current areas 
of greatest effort in delinquency programs of large urban areas. The 
New York City Youth Board publication, Reaching the Fighting 
Gang (1960), gives a detailed account of the operations used in this 
effort. The rather formal procedures worked out by the New York 
City group for a mediation meeting between two gangs could pro- 
vide very effective pointers to United Nations mediators. 

Another operation which focuses upon the problem of juvenile de- 
linquency through a specific behavior is the remedial reading ap- 
proach advocated by Melvin Roman (1957). Since early school 
drop-out and extreme underachievement in reading are correlated 
with adjudication, Roman advocates using a specialized remedial 
reading program that he developed as an approach to this problem. 
Reading programs are beginning to attract the attention of several 
juvenile delinquency programs. It is quite probable that this partic- 
ular approach will spread. . : 

Of all aspects of the operational pattern, the most important are 
the techniques. It is through the techniques that the power of a 
pattern is focused. The impact of a clearly defined, carefully timed, 
and specifically focused technique can be seen in a dramatic experl- 
ence described by A. S. Makarenko (1955). He had the task of tak- 
ing charge of the disorganized, corrupted, chaotic, hostile Konma 
colony of 300 delinquent youths with a detachment of 100 chil a 
from the highly organized and cohesive Gorky colony. Makaten o 
says: “In my preparations for the struggle with Kuryazh I ept 
before me the idea of a single lightning stroke—the Kuryazhites oa 
be taken by storm. The slightest delay, any hopes of evolution, of 
aes infiltration,’ would jeopardize the outcome of our operations 

A 

ak later in this third volume of his narrative, Makarenko de- 
scribes how he accomplished the “conversion” of the Kuryazhites in 
a matter of hours. His method seemed to consist of building up a 
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high level of emotionality; presenting a sharp, dramatic model of 
highly organized behavior contrasting quite dramatically with that 
of the Kuryazhites; and opening this model for easy and rapid adop- 
tion by the Kuryazhites. If Makarenko’s recounting is accurate, 
one could contrast before and after characteristics of the Kuryazh 
colony and show dramatic results within the situation over a period 
of a few hours. 

Although there are limitations in using the public health model as 
an analogy to delinquency patterns, it is reasonable to say that, as 
we examine the various operational patterns and programs contained 
in public health activity, it becomes evident that specific technology 
is the most important aspect of the success of individual programs. 
The social-political-administrative gestalt in such programs is, of 
course, of vital importance. However, without specific control de- 
vices, without specific agents, acting upon specific physical or other 
interaction systems and producing more or less specific effects, the 
rest of the pattern cannot be very efficient. 

In the area of juvenile delinquency there is a proliferation of both 
theory and operational patterns. What is lacking is a well-developed 
and empirically established technology, a technology which offers 
specific operations for each of the three separate foci: (1) personal 


and intrapersonal factors, (2) the setting or situations, and (3) spe- 
cific discordant behaviors. 


ASSESSMENT OF OPERATIONAL PATTERNS 


A review of existing reports of research, investigations, and evalua- 
tive studies of various operational patterns is very discouraging if 


person who is weighing the evidence and drawing conclusions, and 
the felt-need of the community at the time—all will affect the utility 
and influence of the facts provided. 

These statements are not attempts to undervalue the process of 
assessment. They merely point to the fact that evaluation has one 
meaning for the professional social system and another for the com- 
munity at large. The current emphasis upon evaluation of opera- 
tional patterns within the professional educative systems themselves 
is evident in two recent publications dealing with this process. One 
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is the N.I.M.H. publication on Evaluation in Mental Health (Green- 
hill, Ford, Olson, Ryan, Whitman, and Skeels, 1955 ), and the other 
is a Children’s Bureau publication, Some Guidelines for Evaluative 
Research (Herzog, 1959). 

The value which the professional social systems place upon the 
gathering of information and evidence about operational patterns is, 
however, gradually being transmitted to power structures and is af- 
fecting their decisions and actions. One of the major aims of the 
Juvenile Delinquency Offenses Control Act of 1961, for instance, is 
evaluation of the actions which it will stimulate: “. . . The Secretary 
of Health Education and Welfare is authorized to make grants for 
projects for the evaluation, or demonstration of the effectiveness of 
techniques which in the Secretary’s opinion hold promise.” 


Need 


One of the important pieces of information gathered by the pro- 
fessional systems which communities seem also to value is the extent 
of the problem. From the point of reference used in this chapter, 
“need” is a complex concept. It can be defined by expressed con- 
cern which has been transmitted by community to power groups, or 
it can be defined in terms of the number of instances of discordant 
behavior and/or the intensity of the acts themselves. Need is also 
defined by the frequency of use of a particular operational pattern. 
(In the case of delinquency, it is defined by frequency of use of the 
courts; when exploring mental illness, it could be defined by the 
extent of use of mental hospitals. ) 

No matter what the definition o 
the extent of discordant episodes is more complete in the area of 
juvenile delinquency than it is in any other area of discordant be- 
havior, Although there is no universal definition of juvenile delin- 
quency, there is consensual validation within each of the individual 
legal jurisdictional areas as to what constitutes instances of dis- 
cordance requiring court action; and in each jurisdiction there are 
methods of counting instances of such discordance. Available reports 
of delinquency statistics have been incomplete in ways unrepresenta- 
tive of the population of reporting areas (Perlman, 1957). Studies of 
nonapprehended delinquency in the population at large indicate ex- 
tensive “underreporting” (Murphy, Shirley, and Witmer, 1946; 
Wallerstein and Wyle, 1947; Short, 1954; Short and Nye, 1958). 
Nevertheless, the periodic reports of Juvenile Court Statistics by the 
Children’s Bureau and the Uniform Crime Reports compiled by the 


f need is, information regarding 
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Federal Bureau of Investigation provide one of the best statements 
of numbers of instances of discordant behavior that exists in any of 


the many behavioral areas which are referred to the socializing 
systems. 


Accomplishment or Effectiveness of 
Delinquency Operational Patterns 


The assessment of accomplishment of operational patterns and 
programs in the area of juvenile delinquency offers very little clear- 
cut evidence which could help decide their effectiveness. It is very 
doubtful, however, that the community will really ever demand that 
a particular operational pattern present unequivocal evidence that it 
reduces or eliminates episodes of the discordant behaviors which 
arouses community concern. 

Communities have continued to support existing delinquency 
operational patterns and programs in every socializing system evea 
though delinquency trend lines have been continually upward 
(Glaser, 1958; Middendorff, 1960, Chap. 1; Perlman, 1960). This is 


true, of course, for community action in all of the areas of dis- 
cordant behavior, and 


point of view, 
aroused, all that 


same external, concrete functions for 
that defense mech 


the community will rarely discard an Operational pattern as ineffec- 
tive and wasteful. The most usual reaction is either to further fortify 


the existing operational pattern, or add new patterns and programs 
to the existing ones. 


Whether the professional 
this attitude, or is defensive a: 
upon what part of the syst 
volved in further develop 
orientation, and body of 
directly involved in 
supportive. 


No matter what attitude is taken toward evaluation, the present 


person is scornful of the community for 
nd supporting of the community depends 
em gets his major attention. If he is in- 
ment and explication of the philosophy, 
knowledge, he is scornful; if he is more 
the actions of the operational pattern, he is 
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literature offers very little direct evidence that any single opera- 
tional pattern has effectively reduced occurrences of any discordant 
behavior, and, more specifically, that it has effectively reduced oc- 
currences of delinquency. Two professional people weighing the 
same evidence will frequently come to opposed conclusions regard- 
ing effectiveness. A brief review of evaluative studies in each social- 
izing system will give some idea of how true this is. 


Legal Correctional Patterns 


Institutions, Studies of Highfields in New Jersey (McCorkle, 
Elias, and Bixby, 1958) and studies of Wiltwyck School near Pough- 
keepsie, New York (McCord and McCord, 1944; 1956) report 
the results of the influence of nontraditional institutional operational 
patterns. These studies, although containing many methodological 
inadequacies, are unique in their inclusion of comparison or “con- 
trol” institutions. The conclusions of both reports support the belief 
that the use of re-forming operations will bring greater accomplish- 
ment than institutional patterns emphasizing control and constraint. 

Nevertheless, the Juvenile Delinquency Evaluation Project of the 


City of New York (Interim Report No. XI) states: 

For Wiltwyck, a study completed May, 1954 by New York School of Social 
Work students and based on the records of 393 out of 450 boys discharged dur- 
ing the sixteen years up to 1953, showed that at some time after their discharge 
six per cent were readmitted to Wiltwyck, 34 per cent were placed in penal or 
correctional institutions, and 12 per cent were placed in various other institu- 
tions. . . . Excluding those who were subsequently committed to mental institu- 
tions or to institutions for dependent children, we reach a recidivism rate of 


about 45 per cent (p. 3). 


This same report offers a standard or base rate for comparison. It 
claims that in New York State the recividism rate for the large insti- 
tutions for juvenile delinquents “ranges broadly from 40 to possibly 
60 per cent” (p. 4). 

This latter stated rate does not agree with other figures presented 
by Hershel Alt in the case of Hawthorne School in New York State 
(Hearing before the Subcommittee to Investigate Juvenile Delin- 
quency of the Committee of the Judiciary, 1958): “In 1950 our 
agency made a follow-up study of the progress of 100 boys dis- 
charged from our Hawthorne Cedar Knolls School. It was found that 
Over 70 per cent have made good adjustments 5 years after their 


release” (p. 150). 
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Schreiber (1960) reports on a number of older studies: 


A number of older studies dating back to the 1930’s and 1940’s have been in 
the files of the Children’s Bureau. Success rates in these studies range from 
a low of 6 per cent to a high of 74 per cent. A majority shows a failure rate 
of from 85 per cent to 50 per cent. The follow-up phases cover various periods 
of time, ranging from 6 months to 15 years after release. And these studies, 
like the other reviewed, differ considerably in the groups studied and the 
classifications used for rating outcome (partial failure, temporary success, good 
adjustment, etc.) (p. 11). 


Polsky conducted a somewhat different and very revealing study 
of the impact of institutional programs on delinquent children. As 
a participant observer, he attempted to evaluate what was happen- 
ing in the treatment process. His report (1962) clearly indicates 
that the professional’s concept of what is going on within the treat- 
ment institution has very little to do with reality. He shows rather 
dramatically how the culture of the streets is carried into the institu- 
tion and very effectively excludes and nullifies the pitiful impotence 
of the intended therapy. 


Probation 


There have been a number of studies of the effectiveness of proba- 
tion patterns. Again, there is considerable disagreement with respect 
to accomplishment, Evaluation reports range from almost complete 


failure to phenomenal success, For instance, MacCormick (1948) 
claims: 


Based on actual performance over a term of years, a good juvenile court and 
probation service, operating in a community with adequate social resources an 
utilizing them fully, can put as high as 90 per cent of its juvenile delinquents 
on probation the first time around and 50 to 75 per cent the second or third 
time around, and get as high as 75 to 80 per cent successes (p. 88). 


In England, a follow-up study of probationers (Radzinowicz, 
1958, p. 52) reports on 5020 boys and girls between 8 and 17 who 
were put on probation, which terminated during 1948-1950. Of the 
total, 78.5 per cent were not reconvicted within three years and 21.5 
per cent were reconvicted within three years, 

Teeters and Reinemann (1950) report: 


Wide discrepancies are recorded in all attempts to evaluate probation success 
statistically. The gap ranges from a failure rate of 84.6 per cent reported by 
the Gluecks, to a success average of 75 per cent mentioned by Sutherland. An 
analysis of case records of 500 children (400 boys and 100 girls) studied at 
the Judge Baker Guidance Clinic and placed on probation in the Juvenile Court 
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of Boston revealed that among the boys permanent success was recorded in 43 
per cent of the cases, temporary success in 34 per cent, and failure in 21 per 
cent of the cases; in 2 per cent the outcome was undetermined. The perma- 
nent success rate for the girls was 75 per cent; temporary success, 12 per cent; 
and failure 12 per cent. The study was undertaken at a time when five to 
seven years had elapsed after termination of probation (p. 427). 


In the Children’s Bureau publication, already mentioned, Paul 
Schreiber (1960) reviews studies of probation and concludes: 


Two important points about the studies just listed have been made by two of 
their authors: (1) “The extent of recidivism will vary with the definition of 
recidivism” and (2) “Until there are satisfactory statistics with an agreed-upon 
basis for uniform reporting, it is not feasible to make generalizations.” A third 
point is also important, however, although we cannot generalize about actual 
recidivism rates, we can report the range of rates revealed by a variety of 
studies, using different methods and dealing with different groups of boys 
under different kinds of treatment. 

We have seen that the failure rates during supervision ranged from 15 per cent 
to 22 per cent, according to the studies under review. We now see that the 
post-probation rates, although they vary widely, tend to show higher failure 
and lower success rates. This is hardly surprising. Nevertheless, it is a gen- 
eralization that can be made on the basis of admittedly inadequate data, and 
one that would be merely an untested assumption without supporting data. In 
the post-probation studies we have found success rates as low as 43 per cent 
and failure rates as high as 48 per cent; and more success rates under than 


over 70 per cent (pp. 8, 9)- 


Educational Patterns 


Special Schools. Among the most 
tional pattern are the Montefiore Scho 
Schools in New York City. ; 

Stullken (1956) says approximately half of the pupils of Monte- 
fiore leave school at 16 years of age. He claims that studies of these 
students show that approximately 60 per cent keep out of difficulty 
after they leave the special school, and 70 per cent make good 
records in the schools to which they are returned. 

Although there are many differences between the Montefiore and 
the “600” Schools, the reported Montefiore percentage who stay out 
of trouble after leaving is slightly higher than tentative figures from 
the “600” Schools. A report on the “600” Schools by the Evaluation 
P roject of the City of New York (Interim Report, No. VI, December 
1957) shows there were 1005 students in the schools in November- 
December 1956 and 217 graduates of the years 1954, 1955, and 1956. 
Over one-third transferred or discharged from these schools during 


visible samples of this opera- 
ols in Chicago and the “600 
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this period were sent to institutions. In the same report, the 1955 
and 1956 figures indicated that only seven boys of each 100 trans- 
ferred or discharged from these schools are transferred back to the 
regular schools. 

However, eight out of ten “600” boys are rated by their teachers 
as “good” or “fair” in their social adjustment. The authors say that 
in this context the “containing” function of these schools seems 
adequately fulfilled. On the positive side, they also report that seven 
out of ten pupils show “normal” or better reading progress in these 
schools. This is particularly significant since the modal retardation 
in reading of boys referred to the “600” Schools is four years. Stull- 
ken (1956) reports that the elementary school pupils in Montefiore 
are retarded in reading almost five years below their chronological 
age, and the high schools groups show reading retardation to be 
three years and two months, as based upon chronological age. 

Other special school studies include those of the M. Gertrude 
Godwin School of Boston, and the All-Day Neighborhood Schools in 
New York City, 

Handy (1955) reports that of 6000 boys sent to the M. Gertrude 
Godwin School over the past twenty years because they were pro- 
nounced unmanageable or had been truant again and again, 84 per 
cent are living normal lives as responsible citizens. . 

In the All-Day Neighborhood Schools (Franklin, 1959; Juvenile 
Delinquency Evaluation Project of the City of New York, Interim 


), an evaluation was also 


Dr. J. Wayne Wrightstone. The program included interviews with 
representatives of various social agencies and questionnaires . given 


to parents and teachers, There were two matched control schools. 


Insofar as regular class procedures and accomplishments were con- 
cerned, the control and ADNS schools were similar, However, the 
ADNS program resulted in gains in interpersonal relationships 
among pupils and between pupils and teachers. Franklin (1959) 
Says: “Statistics show there is a conspicuous lack of truancy and a 
minimum of vandalism in the schools and the delinquency rate de- 
clines.” 

Special Programs in Schools. Bowman (1959) reports on The 
Community Youth Development Project, Quincy, Illinois. He traces 
the history of the project and the varied approaches used within it. 
This was not designed as a study of delinquency, but rather as a 
study of the range of maladjustment and talent in children, After 
trying a variety of approaches, the project staff decided to concen- 
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trate its efforts in the school program. All of the children were in 
the eighth grade who were “doing poorly” in school and were the 
discipline problems of the school. Forty-one per cent had police or 
court records. This group was divided randomly into three smaller 
groups. One continued in the regular class as a control group, but 
the other two groups were placed in special classes. In general, in 
these classes: “The efforts of the teachers were aimed at making 
school a pleasant experience; helping pupils learn the basic skills 
of reading, writing, and arithmetic; helping them learn the practical 
things they would use in their daily lives; and providing experiences 
in which they could find some success.” 

Bowman (1959) reports that over a period of two years the ex- 
perimental groups showed greater interest in school than ever before 
as measured by their attendance record. In the eighth grade, the 
control groups averaged twenty-two days of absences and the ex- 


perimental group averaged twelve days. In the ninth grade, the 
control group averaged twenty-nine and one-half days and the 
experimental groups averaged eleven days. Delinquency rate was 


reported to have “more than tripled” in the control group, and the 
experimental group delinquency rate decreased by one-third. Bow- 
man states: “The numbers here are too small for generalization and 
the data are incomplete, but the trend is clear.” 
This approach has been extended to other groups. Bowman be- 
lieves that the data on the class of slow learners at the first-grade 
level “are even clearer” and supports this with some information. 


Medical Patterns 
The typical medical pattern is the child guidance clinic. This 
pattern has changed very little since the early days of W illiam Healy, 
whose work stimulated the National Committee for Mental Hygiene 
and the Commonwealth Fund to establish demonstration child 
guidance clinics. These clinics were to develop the psychiatric study 
of difficult predelinquent and delinquent children in schools and 
juvenile courts and to develop sound methods of treatment based 
on such study. They were the forerunners of the present, widely 
adopted child guidance pattern. : i 

These early efforts resulted in a number of interesting assessment 
efforts which were published during the 1930's. Sheldon and Eleanor 
Glueck (1934) reported a study of the Judge Baker Guidance Center 
in Boston which reviewed the subsequent court records of 1000 boys 
five years after study at the Judge Baker Center. The Judge Baker 
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approach at that time consisted largely of study, diagnosis, and 
recommendations to the court for appropriate social interventions. 
The Gluecks found that 88 per cent of the boys had continued their 
misconduct, 70 per cent had been convicted of serious offenses, and 
one-third had been arrested four or more times. The Glueck study 
concluded that guidance services such as those provided by the 
Boston Juvenile Court were ineffectual in reducing recividism. 

The Judge Baker research staff conducted its own study in which 
it examined the records of a comparison group of 1000 boys who 
had come before the court in the same years, but who had not been 


the study and recommendation method of their services as a method 
of delinquency prevention was ineffective (Healy, Bronner, and 


In the widely known study reported by Healy and Bronner 
(1936), clinics in Boston, New Haven, and Detroit functioned dur- 
ing a period of three years to apply a “treatment” approach to 
juvenile delinquents. Their final personality data were based upon 
their clinic findings of 105 delinquents paired with their 105 non- 


nity life” (p. 161). 
The descriptions of this group are subjective, and there are no 
data on the reliability of grouping. Twenty-six cases were placed in 


this category, and only one individual at the end of the treatment 
period had overcome his delinquent tendencies, 


Group II were “all those cases in which the soc 


cases were placed in this category. The results in this group were 
as follows: “The final report is that 19 cases (38 per cent) of the 
group have not been delinquent during a period of two or more 
years” (p. 168). 

Group III consisted of 67 cases “whose personality or internal 
difficulties did not show extreme deviation and they came from con- 
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ditions where the social pathology did not give evidences of greatl; 
weighing agai } reat 4 ae! 
ghing against chances of successful treatment” (p. 169). 

As a result of treatment, this was noted: “During the follow-up 
perior of two years or more, 48 cases (72 per cent) of Group IIT 
have not been delinquent” (p. 170). 

B Hakeem (1958) offers a number of criticisms of the Healy and 
ronner study. Among the most cogent of these criticisms are the 

following: 

1t does not fulfill one of the most imperative dictates of scientific methodology, 

ee the presentation of the research data and operations in such a way that 

i study could be replicated by other investigators. . . - Nothing is said as 

a the methods followed in making judgments as to the presence, kind, degree, 
uration and meaning of emotional disturbance. It is not even indicated who 


Hede the final judgments. . . - To give one final shortcoming among many 
ers that could be mentioned, the study lacks a test of reliability (pp. 93, 94). 


Healy, himself, in another publication (1934) says: “As it stands 
at present in most large communities, it is impossible for child guid- 
ance clinics, through their work with individual cases, to be playing 
any very important part in the prevention of delinquent and criminal 
careers” (p. 15). 

Adamson and Dunham (1956) compared delinquents in Detroit 
who received psychiatric treatment in a court-affiliated clinic with 
a group not receiving such treatment. The outcomes were almost 
identical for the two groups. Although there was some evidence 
that those receiving intensive treatment engaged in crime to a lesser 
extent, the authors say: “This suggests that recidivism at the juvenile 
level is often a forerunner of later registration with police, irrespec- 
tive of any kind of relationship therapy” (p. 319). 

The present Judge Baker—Newton, Massachusetts, Public Schools 
project has radically departed from the concept of psychotherapy as 
a specific technique for “cure” of delinquency. It is a multiopera- 
tional pattern approach with the family as the unit of focus. The 
next few years should give some indications of the effectiveness of 


this generalized approach. 


Social Welfare Patterns 
_ Community organization in area councils or community councils 
is one of the social welfare patterns which is proliferating through- 
out the country (Beam, 1957, p. 234). 
uency can be shown in area 


Although reduction in rate of deling 
projects (Sutherland, 1955), it is difficult to clearly demonstrate the 


246 JUVENILE DELINQUENCY 


relationship between specific programs in the project and the 


through-time changes in delinquency statistics. According to Kobrin 
(1959): 


At bottom this difficulty rests on the fact that such programs, as efforts to in- 
tervene in the life of a person, a group, or a community, cannot by their very 
nature constitute more than a subsidiary element in changing the fundamental 
and sweeping forces which create the problems of groups and of persons or 
which shape human personality (p. 20). 


The St. Paul’s experiment in child welfare (Stone, Castendyck, 
and Hanson, 1946) gives staff judgments of the effectiveness of in- 
dividual service. According to subjective judgment of the staff in- 
volved in the rendering of these services, 18 per cent showed major 
improvement or profit, 65 per cent showed some improvement, and 
17 per cent showed no improvement. There were no controls in this 
study. Donald Cook (1960) points out that these subjective es- 
timates are similar to values reported for untreated controls in 
studies of psychotherapy with children (Levitt, 1957). 

Group work patterns, such as the YMCA and Boy Scouts, fre- 
quently screen out or do not serve the significant population of dis- 


cordants. Reed (1948) reports a study of such agencies in Cincinnati 
and says: 


Group work agencies were shown to be serving to an important extent 2 
different group from that represented by the juvenile court youths. Group wor 
youths were less concentrated in the economically underprivileged areas of the 
city and their families were less frequently known to casework and relief 
agencies. They were a younger group than juvenile court youths, and ha 
smaller percentage of boys and Negroes in their membership (p. 347). 


€ al a major American city refus- 
ing admission to gang members from that neighborhood who were 
being worked with by a gang-worker from the central YMCA office. 
the behavior of the gang boys was too disrupting 
for their program 
ations of the group work pattern 
g (1942), Thrasher (1936), and 
the Brown and Dodson data the 
ea decreased rather steadily from 
ys when the Boys’ Club opened in 1946, to 1 in 39 in 1954. 
For the city ( Louisville) as a whole, the rates for the comparison 
areas in Louisville increased. In Area B, it went from 1 in 44 boys 
in 1946, and to 1 in 16 in 1954. In Area C, the increase was from 
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lin 28 to 1 in 21 in the same period. Thrasher, Brown, and Dodson 
seem to conclude that Boys’ Clubs do have an effect in reducing 
delinquency. Brown and Dodson, however, point out that the dif- 
ference in delinquency rates over the period of study of the neigh- 
borhood with the Boys’ Clubs and the “control” neighborhoods could 
be due to other factors which made for “social stability in the Club 
Areas and social instability in the other areas” (p. 52). Furthermore, 
they felt: “Another interpretation, however, might be that the social 
forces in the community that led to the establishment and expansion 
of the Boys’ Club were lacking in the other areas” (p. 52). 

Witmer and Tufts (1954) seem to feel rather strongly that these 

studies have not offered evidence of the effectiveness of this pattern: 

In other words, important as the provision of adequate and well- 
staffed recreational and group work facilities is for the well-being of 
children generally, it is by no means established that delinquency 
will decline if good facilities are provided” (p. 48). 

Another carefully evaluated social welfare pattern was the Cam- 
bridge-Somerville Project. It was a well-designed demonstration, 
with matched pairs of boys in a study group and a control group. 
According to Witmer and Tufts (1954), the project differed in three 
ways from the usual casework agency. First, unlike the typical 
casework agency, boys and their families were sought out and urged 
to accept help. Work with each boy was continued until late 
adolescence. Second, cases were not to be closed at a “maximum 
benefit” point, but work was to continue with each boy until late 
adolescence. Third, “friendship” rather than the usual “casework 
relationship” was to be the basis of the counselor's influence. 

At the end of the Study’s service program, the police and court 
records of the treatment and control groups were compared, The 
two groups had almost identical records, whether the comparison 
was based on the number of boys appearing in juvenile court an 
frequency of juvenile court, on police department appearances, Or 
on commitments to the correctional institutions. 

Cook (1960, Vol. 2, Chap. VI, p. 9) points out that in spite of 
the negative results of this study it gives us very important knowl- 
edge. For one thing, the similar results in the treatment and con- 
trol groups make one question the positive results reported in 


programs without control groups. A second finding which can be 
of significance to the professional and the community is that there 
iminality. As 


was a general tendency of the staff to overpredict crimit ! 
each child entered the project, a committee of judges assigned him 
a “delinquency-proneness prognosis,” and the social workers and 
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psychologists who examined the child each made their predictions. 
Approximately sixteen years after the judgments were made, only 59 
per cent of the total 129 children from both groups who were given 
ratings of high probability of later delinquency became criminal. 

As an interesting aside, McCord, McCord, and Zola (1959) dem- 
onstrate that “. . . equally accurate and more specific predictions 
could have been made solely from certain factors in the child’s en- 
vironment, without any knowledge of the child himself. . . .” 

A third area of information provided by this study is related to the 
significance of the criterion measure of success, 

When the counselors and the boys themselves evaluated the re- 
sults, the program appeared to be a decided success. Powers (1949) 
says that counselors reported that two-thirds of the treatment group 
had “substantially benefited” from their contact with the study, and 
half of this group were “outstanding” with respect to benefits re- 
ceived. Sixty-two per cent of the boys themselves judged that the 
program had been of value to them. These judgments were not 
validated by outcomes in adjudicated delinquency. 

Another social welfare program which had been evaluated is the 
demonstration known as Maximum Benefits Project of the Commis- 
sioners’ Youth Council of Washington, D. C., which involved four 
years of work with problem children in elementary schools. Like 
a similar project in Passaic, New Jersey (Kvaraceus, 1945), it at- 
tempted to utilize total community services and was not a school 
program involving educational techniques. 

It was located in a typical large city’s disorganized neighborhood 
with rates of discordant behaviors of all types, Although the neigh- 
borhood had only 7 per cent of the city’s population of the juvenile 
court age group, it contributed 16.6 per cent of the children referred 
to courts for juvenile delinquency. The special project provided a 
control and treatment group. Social casework, including financial 
aid, was the treatment recommendation most frequently made, oc- 
curring in 157 cases. Recommendations for special handling in the 
school situation were made in 103 instances. Psychotherapy for 
child or parent was recommended in thirty-three instances. Removal 
from home was recommended for seventeen children. Other recom- 
mendations were legal aid, health services, group activities, more 
adequate housing, and the total array of welfare services. 

The project began in 1954. In 1956 and again in 1958, surveys 
determined each child’s behavioral and academic performance in 
school and police or juvenile court contacts, 

The 1956 follow-up in school showed much better behavior for the 
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treated than the untreated group. The 1958 follow-up, however, 
showed negligible differences between the two groups. According 
to a report of the project (Trevvett, 1958): 

The court and police results speak rather eloquently. At the time of the fol- 
low-up nine of the 37 treated children (first year group of 73) had already be- 
come known to these official agencies as opposed to six of the 32 untreated. 
Five of these boys (two treated, two untreated, and one mixed) had been 
placed in institutions because of delinquent behavior. Four more had been 
placed at least temporarily because of some combinations of delinquency or 


neglect (p. 8). 

Miller’s (1962) report on the “total community,” multiple-impact 

approach of the Midcity Project in Boston also gives negative re- 
sults for a tremendous amount of effort and activity. Without going 
into details, we can quote Miller on his findings: 
“Was there a significant measurable inhibition of law-violating or morally- 
disapproved behavior as a consequence of Project efforts?” The answer, with 
little necessary qualification, is “No.” All major measures of violative behavior- 
disapproved actions, illegal actions, during-contact court appearances, before- 
during-after appearances, and Project-Control group appearances provide con- 
sistent support for a finding of “negligible impact.” 


ProcraM PLANNING INFORMATION 


One area of information or assessment which is very important to 
the professional involved in community action is current knowledge 
of the who, where, what, and why of delinquency. The community 
will take action irrespective of the status of existing knowledge. 


Much of the action demonstrates the considerable social lag between 


the gathering of information and its utilization in action. The profes- 


sional, as a behavioral scientist, should know the precision or lack of 
precision and the level of sophistication of information regarding 
the who, what, where, and why of delinquency. However, he must 
utilize the inexact information currently available and try to influ- 
ence changes or shifts in operational patterns as new knowledge be- 
comes available. 

All of our current information must be presented with elaborate 
qualifiers, the most cogent of which is the awareness that today’s 


information may be tomorrow ’s myth. But action will be taken by 


the community with or without information. 

The question of what constitutes delinquency has been discussed 
frequently, with some agreement among authors (Middendorff, 1960, 
Chap. 1; Tappan, 1952, Section 1; Cook, 1960, Chap. 1; Glaser, 


1958). The definition is usually a legal one. 
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The question of who the delinquents are is a particularly involved 
and interesting one. Before any operational pattern can begin to 
approach the problem of juvenile delinquency, it must know who the 
discordants are. These data are contained in the FBI Uniform Crime 
Reports and the Children’s Bureau statistical series. Evidence to 
date seems to indicate that the delinquent is more likely to be a boy 
than a girl. In the United States, chances are 5 to 1 that the delin- 
quent is a male. 

To some extent, the age depends upon legal definitions. Although 
there are some differences throughout the world, age as pointed out 
in the European report (The Comparative Survey of Juvenile Delin- 
quency, Part II, 1952) is the common element of the definition. In 
Europe, as pointed out in the above reference, the legal age range is 
from 8 or 9 years to 16, 17, or 18. In Asia and the Far East (Com- 
parative Survey of Juvenile Delinquency, Part IV, 1952) the age 
range is from 7 to 18 or 20. In the United States, the majority of 
the states set 18 as the upper age limit, although in California it 
ranges up to 21 years of age (Glaser, 1958). In a Children’s Bureau 
Pamphlet on Facts and Facets of Juvenile Delinquency (No. 4, 
1960, p. 3), the vulnerable age group in the United States is reported 
to be between 10 and 17 years of age, 

The ethnic group producing the greater number of delinquents 
has varied from time to time. Today, the major legal and administra- 
tive problem is within the Negro group (Barron, 1959; Douglass, 


1959; Johnson, 1951), Douglass (1959) reports the problem as 
follows: 


Douglass and others (Robison, 1960; Johnson, 1951; Axelrad, 1952) 
point out the kinds of reservations which must be stated in reporting 
a disproportionately higher incidence of juvenile delinquency and 
crime among Negroes in the United States. Among the reservations, 
for instance, is the fact that in institutionalized delinquents (1) 
Negro children are committed at a younger age, (2) for less serious 
offenses, (3) with fewer previous court appearances, and (4) with 
less prior institutionalization than white children (Axelrad, 1952). 

With regard to the “where” of juvenile delinquency, there are 
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several consensually validated pieces of tentative information. The 
delinquent is more likely to be located in the lower socioeconomic 
strata, in the urban socially disorganized and deteriorated neighbor- 
hoods (Shaw and McKay, 1942; Lander, 1954; Polk, 1957). This 
is true for the greater proportion of apprehended delinquents, al- 
though delinquency also exists in other social situations (Bandura 
and Walters, 1959; Reiss, 1952). Research indicates that the neigh- 
borhoods which produce delinquency also produce a higher preva- 
lence of other discordant behaviors. This seems to apply to mental 
illness (Faris and Dunham, 1959; Schroeder, 1942), suicide (Cavan, 
1928; Gillin, 1946; Sainsbury, 1955), alcoholic psychosis, and drug 
addiction (Faris and Dunham, 1939). 

In the “where” of juvenile delinquency we can also include the 
particular kinds of families dubbed the “hard core,” “multiproblem,” 
or “hard-to-reach” in the disorganized neighborhoods which con- 
tribute more than their proportionate share (Buck, Buell, and 
Kandle, 1951; Buell, Beissler, and Wedemeyer, 1958; Trevvett, 
1960). Another group of studies which supports the family-cen- 
teredness of the problem provides clinically oriented data (McCord, 
McCord, and Zola, 1959; Glueck, 1934). 

For the “how” of juvenile delinquency, 
theoretical points of view rather than data. One can look to Freudian 
psychoanalytic theory (Friedlander, 1947; Eissler, 1949; Aichhorn, 
1939) or to the theory of identity diffusion and psychosocial mora- 
torium (Erikson, 1959), of “anomie” and “status deprivation” (Mer- 
ton, 1949; Lander, 1954; Cloward and.Ohlin, 1961), of differential 
association (Sutherland, 1955), of cultural conflict (Kobrin, 1959), 
of cultural transmission (Cohen, 1955), of “lower class culture” 
(Miller, 1958), or of “age-grading” (Eisenstadt, 1956). 

The professional, called upon for program advice by the commu- 
nity power structure, must have assimilated the kinds of information 
offered above, provided his own synthesis and conclusions, and at- 


tempted to translate such conclusions into recommendations for 


operational patterns and programs. He can now keep current on 
significant information through the National Research and Informa- 


tion Center on Crime and Delinquency. 


one must turn primarily to 


SUMMARY 


We have attempted to review juvenile delinquency as one kind of 
discordant behavior which arouses community concern and results 
in community action. The approach has presented an organized 
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system of concepts and constructs which maintain the community 
as a central referent. It discusses organized community effort to deal 
with the problem of juvenile delinquency as a part of a total pattern 
“ of cultural mechanisms, systems, and agents having responsibility 
for reconciling the inner nature of the individual with the demands 
of a particular culture. These systems have been described as so- 
cializing” or “behavior-shaping” systems which perform the function 
of transforming the individual from an organism with potentials and 
capacities into a bearer of a particular culture. f 

The set of constructs offered here begins with the assumption that, 
in the short run, most of the socializing systems have developed 
behavior-shaping operational patterns in response to the commu- 
nity’s demand to interpose defensive or protective external mecha- 
nisms between its concern and the discordant behaver who provokes 
that concern. These patterns and the subsequent efforts of the pro- 
fessional represent community power and community sanction to 
shape behavior in directions consonant with either positive or nega- 
tive concern which has been aroused in the community by individ- 
uals whose behavior deviates from the cultural type. 

The socializing systems which have legal sanction from the com- 
munity to perform these behavior-shaping and concern-reducing 
operations have been categorized into the following groups: (1) the 
legal-correctional system, (2) the medical system, (3) the social 
welfare system, and (4) the education system. 


The socializing systems were conceptualized as an organization of 
the following significant elements: 


1. A basic orientation toward and philosophy of human nature, 
with a developing body of knowledge derived from and related 
to the orientation, 

2. A set of Operations and techniques derived from or related to 
the basic orientation, philosophy, and body of knowledge. 

3. A group of professionals who have learned the techniques, body 
of knowledge, and orientation. 

4. A set of Operational patterns through which the above are 
brought to bear upon individuals or individual behavior with 
which the community is concerned, 


The operational patterns and subpatterns, which have been called 
programs, are conceived of as organization of all of the above 
elements, plus the following: 


1. Power attributed by the community to shape behavior in direc- 
tions concordant with its expectations. This power is conferred in 
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many ways to the operational pattern. It is particularly represented 
in the sanction of the community to the individual professional for 
the practice of his techniques. This sanction takes the form of merit 
system ratings, professional boards, licensing, certification, and so on. 
; 2. A structure of formal and informal communication and admin- 
istration networks. 

3. A place or a plant within which the operations are carried out. 
ia 4. A particular focus, or set of foci, for the operations of the pat- 

rn. 

5. A set of goals toward which the behavior-shaping operations 


are directed. 


A discussion of the existing behavior-shaping operational patterns 
and programs discussed a logical taxonomy of operational goals and 
foci. The behavioral goals were categorized as follows: (1) con- 
straint and control, (2) reconstruction and re-formation, and (3) 
construction and formation. 

The foci of the operations of the behavior-shaping patterns and 
programs were classified as concentrating primarily upon one or the 
other of the following foci: (1) the interpersonal and intrapersonal 
factors, (2) the setting or situation out of which behavior arises, and 
(8) the specific behavior which is arousing community concern. 

A community action conceptualization of the problem of juvenile 
delinquency must necessarily take into account all of the elements of 
the socializing systems and the operational patterns. Professional 
effort must be distributed in the areas of furthering of knowledge, 
development of effective techniques, training of personnel, and the 
development of new operational patterns or more effective use of 
existing patterns. F 1 goals which 


urthermore, each of the behaviora 
have been conceptualized refer to real community efforts to effect 
human behavior in parti 


: cular ways. These goals, in spite of a par- 
ticular professional preference, have been pursued historically by 
societies attempting the enculturation of its members. They will 
probably continue to be pursued. It is a responsibility of the be- 
havioral scientist to study these more extensively and offer whatever 
knowledge he can generate in each of the goal areas. The culture 
will probably never concentrate its encu 


lturation forces on any single 
locus of effort. It is appropriate, therefore, that the socializing sys- 
tems and their professionals 


diversify their focus of interest and 
technology. 


Finally, any professional or system 
delinquency must, for the present tim 


working in the area of juvenile 
e, encompass many problems 
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of discordant behavior. The multifaceted nature of the problem, the 
wide range of forces and factors, the multivarying sources of in- 
stitutional power, the confusing array of patterns and programs—all 
coalesce to push the practitioner and the theorist into many areas 
of human life that he would otherwise never explore. 
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Delinquency Treatment 
In An Institutional Setting 


J. DoucLas GRANT 


Tue PROBLEM 


How pors one intervene (treat) in an institution setting, so that 
those institutionalized become less apt to commit delinquent acts 
when returned to the community? 

Delinquent-prone youths are viewed in many ways, and from each 
there follows a more-or-less explicit proposed treatment: he is sick— 
give him treatment (a psychoanalytic equivalent), he is socially de- 
prived—give him a job, he is lazy—motivate him, or he is bad—lock 
him up. 

It looks as if one is free to take any position one wants concerning 
the nature of delinquency and the appropriate treatment for it. One 
suspects that there must be little evidence to support one alternative 
Over any other. This chapter will show that our ignorance is almost 
this bad, but not quite. Galileo is reported to have said that the goal 
of science is not to prove infinite wisdom but to set some limits on 
infinite error. By this definition, we have the beginnings of a delin- 
Quency-treatment science. First, we can support strongly the view 
that the problem is complex, not simple. Second, there are several 
empirical studies which demonstrate scientific methods of proceed- 
ing and at least raise more sophisticated questions than were being 
asked when the studies were initiated. We will consider now the 
evidence for complexity. 
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CONSIDERATIONS IN TREATMENT 


A very plausible case has been made for the influence of the fol- 
lowing variables on treatment outcome. It appears that any treat- 
ment rationale and study would have to account for these possible 
effects. 

Social class affects psychiatric treatment. Hollingshead and Red- 
lich (1960) have dramatically demonstrated a relationship between 
social class and the way psychiatrists and patients view each other. 
Middle class people accept the notion that they may be psychiatri- 
cally sick, and are oriented toward a psychiatric-type game played by 
doctor and patient to cope with the illness. Psychiatrists apparently 
also view middle class people as diagnosable in psychiatric terms 
and capable of playing psychoanalytic-type games. Lower class 
people, however, do not see themselves, their relatives, or anyone 
else as psychiatrically sick, nor do they deem playing psychiatric- 
type games to be at all appropriate for themselves or anyone else. 
When psychiatric concepts are applied to treatment of lower class 
delinquents, it would appear that social class variables should be 
given consideration in predicting the behavior not only of the clients 
but of the doctors as well. 

Peer relationships must be considered in efforts to change delin- 
quent activity. Ohlin and Lawrence (1951) among many have em- 
phasized that, in determining attitudes and behavior, what goes on 
among delinquents is more important than what goes on between 
staff and delinquents. Cloward (1955) has shown that attitudes 
toward postinstitutional behavior are determined by an interaction 
of peer group relationships and discrepancies between staff promised 
and provided opportunities. 

Fiedler, Hutchins, and Dodge (1959) speak of quasi-therapeutic 
relationships and show that what goes on among people in regular 
living group relationships predictably affects attitude change and 
personality development. Dorothy Kipnis (1961) has demonstrated 
predictable changes in self-concepts as related to perceptions of 
others. We not only know that relationships with one’s peers can 
bring about change, but we are also starting to learn something about 
the dynamics of these changes. 

Personality differences affect efforts to modify delinquent attitudes 
and behavior. Richard Jenkins (1955) has made the plausible argu- 
ment that delinquent actions are either goal motivated, adaptive re- 
sponses, or responses to frustration. He has demonstrated that per- 
sonality structures prone to frustration-reaction delinquencies differ 
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from those prone to adaptive delinquencies. Further, different treat- 
ments are emphasized for the maladaptive as opposed to the adap- 
tive delinquent. With adaptive delinquency, the first emphasis must 
be upon thwarting delinquent activities. With maladaptive delin- 
quency, the emphasis must be upon reducing frustration responsible 
for the maladaptive behavior. 

Two studies presented later in this chapter strongly suggest that 
different treatment strategies are appropriate for different kinds of 
delinquents. In the Pilot Intensive Counseling Organization study 
(Adams, 1961), subjects classified as amenable to treatment re- 
sponded significantly better on parole when given psychiatric case- 
work treatment before release than did a nontreated amenable 
control group. However, the treated nonamenables did worse on 
parole than either the nontreated amenables or the nontreated non- 
amenables. In the Grants’ (1959) study of military offenders, inter- 
action was found between kind of supervision and kind of delinquent 
in a milieu therapy program. Michael Argyle (1961) has made a case 
for four classifications of delinquent-prone personalities, He has pre- 
sented plausible arguments for the appropriate kinds of treatment 
for each of the four personality classifications. This statement war- 
rants careful review by the serious student; it is the most scholarly 
effort to date to develop appropriate treatment models for identi- 
fiable kinds of personality classifications. Se 

Staff characteristics affect delinquent treatment. A study of mili- 
tary offenders (Grant and Grant, 1960) suggested that different staff 
personalities are needed for the treatment of different kinds of delin- 


quents, l 
Institution climates must be considered. Studies by Mannheim 
Beverly and 


and Wilkins (1955) and the California Youth Authority ( l 
Guttmann, 1962) support the pasinoan that open treatment-oriented 
rograms improve postinstitutiona success. 
4 on abe lien Forente and colleges (Freedman, 1962; Pace 
and Stern, 1958; Webster, Freedman, and Heist, 1962) have shown 
that meaningful changes in atttitudes, values, and behavior can take 
place in 17- to 22-year-old students, and strongly suggest that the 
classroom and college social environment influence student learning. 
Data support an interaction between kinds of school environments 
and kinds of personalities. Sem 
Vinter and Janowitz (1961) found that distance between sta a 
inmates was greater in custody-oriented institutions than in milleu 


therapy-oriented institutions, and this effect was even more marked 


in the inmate leaders than among their peers. 
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Tt does appear that rehabilitation needs to be viewed in terms of 
who is affected, how, by what, and in which social-cultural context. 
With this statement of the problem and its complexities, let us now 
turn to some empirical studies of delinquency treatment in an insti- 
tutional setting. 


Tue BORSTAL STUDIES 


England’s institutional approach to delinquency is a kind of train- 
ing school which attempts to develop moral character. The essential 
instrument for this character development is a House of not more 
than fifty inmates. Each House is considered a separate corporate 
entity, with a housemaster or housemistress, who, in turn, reports to 
the school’s governor. These schools, called Borstals because the first 
one was established in the town of Borstal, vary in size from two to 
five Houses. There is further variation from school to school in kind 
of inmate, kind of program, and degree of “openness”—i.e., how re- 
stricting its physical characteristics and rules are. 

The use of prediction methods in studying British Borstal training 

is an impressive example for empirical studies of delinquency treat- 
ment (Mannheim and Wilkins, 1955). As we will see, the Borstal 
Studies did not set up experimental designs which systematically 
varied kinds of treatments. Rather, they analyzed the variation 
which naturally existed over the total Borstal program. The analysis 
of existing differences in a program provides a procedure for isolating 
the areas where much more expensive experimental designs, calling 
for systematic variation of program, can be most effectively utilized. 
Only the section of the study specifically related to treatment effects 
will be presented here. Any serious student of delinquency treat- 
ment should review the entire Borstal Studies. 

The treatment rationale for Borstal systems emphasizes character 
training. Good character is seen as developing through practicing 
the choosing of right over wrong and the rewarding of good choices. 
The treatment must offer opportunities for right and wrong choices 
to be made and for appropriate rewards to be administered. These 
rewards are seen as resulting from formal actions as well as through 
the informal standard setting, motivating, and appraising which 
comes from peer and staff relationships in personal influence and the 
corporate spirit of the House. 

The program varies among institutions as to training content, but 
all have the essential ingredients of the House as the living unit and 
of promotional grades with increasing responsibilities and privileges 
which ultimately lead to release from the institution. At the time of 
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this study (1954), there were twelve of these training schools in 
England; six were classified as “open” and six as “closed.” They 
varied as to the maturity of the inmates, as well as to their previ- 
ous confinement, escape risk, intellectual ability, and educational 
achievement. The institutions also varied in the trade each con- 
ducted, although there was increasing emphasis on training as 
opposed to production in the workshops and on the farms. The 
institutions varied among and within themselves regarding time 
served, The shortest discharge was in nine months, and the longest 
two years and three months, with an average of approximately 
eighteen months. 

It can be seen why there is interest in whether the open Borstals 
are more effective than the closed Borstals. All the newer ones have 
been open institutions, which offer more opportunity for individual 
initiative and learning self-responsibility. They also, incidentally, 
cost less to maintain. The research design attempted through an 
analysis of natural variation to determine whether the open institu- 


tions were in fact providing a favorable treatment effect over the 


closed institutions. 

The research design analyzed natural variance over three com- 
ponents: the input, the program, and the output. The input was 
measured by developing a posttreatment prediction formula from 
information available in each subject’s case record. Seven hundred 
twenty case records were studied for information available prior to 
the Borstal training which might be related to whether the subject 
would be returned to confinement within a year after release from 
the training (output). These coded bits of information were then 
analyzed in terms of their relationship to the output and their rela- 
tionships with each other. From this a formula was developed which 
allowed output success to be predicted from input information. The 
outcome after considerable exploratory work was measured by the 
per cent returned to confinement within one year after release from 
training. Preliminary explorations showed this measure of outcome 
to be as effective as many more complicated ones over longer periods 
of time. Program variation was determined by whether the subject 
took part in open or closed Borstal training. 

The test of program effect consisted in seeing whether the program 
difference (being in an open or closed Borstal), when combined with 
input information, increased the ability to predict output over the 
prediction which could be made from the formula based on input in- 
formation only. 


The findings showed that program variance did improve the out- 
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come prediction over that obtained from input information only. 
Analysis of the 720 case records produced the formula given in 
Table 8-1. 


TABLE 8-1. THE PREDICTION EQUATION 


Factor Add 
If evidence of drunkenness 24 
If any prior offense(s) resulted in fine 9 
If any prior offense(s) resulted in committal to prison 
or to approved school 8 
If any prior offense(s) resulted in term or probation 4 
If not living with parent or parents 7.5 
If home is in industrial area 8 
If longest period in any one job was: 
Less than 1 month 117 
Over 4 weeks up to 6 weeks 10.4 
Over 6 weeks up to 2 months 9.1 
Over 2 months up to 8 months 7.8 
Over 3 months up to 4 months 6.5 
Over 4 months up to 6 months 5.2 
Over 6 months up to 9 months 3.9 
Over 9 months up to 12 months 2.6 
Over 1 year up to 18 months 1.8 
Over 18 months 0 


Source: From Mannheim and Wilkins (1955), p. 145. 


For every factor which applies, count the number shown against 
the item. Add together. The result is basic score. From these scores 
the success categories found in Table 8-2 were obtained. 


TABLE 8-2. Tue FAILURE SCORE ANALYZED By Success AND FAILURE 


Per Cent 

Score Successes Failures Total Successful 
A 0-9.9 47 7 54 87 
B 10.0-14.9 48 24 72 67 
X  15.0-23.9 96 65 161 60 
C  24.0-39.9 28 54 82 84 
D 40.0 and over 2 14 16 13 
221 164 385 57 


Source: From Mannheim & Wilkins (1955), p- 146. 


° This is a measure of the relationship between the prediction score and the out- 
come which indicates that the input information could account for approximately 
20 per cent of the beyond chance variance for this sample. 
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Table 8-3 shows the per cent not reconvicted within a year after 


TABLE 8-3. A COMPARISON OF SAMPLE WITH ToTAL FIGURES 
OF SUCCESS AND FAILURE 
Per Cent 
Per Cent of 720 
No. Dis- Not Re- Not Re- Sample 
charged convicted convicted Study 


Open: 
Howell Grange 156 120 
Gringley (1947-1949) (?) (?) 63 70 
Hollesley Bay 1,069 649 
Hunterscombe 237 169 
Lowdham Grange (1946-1949) 906 455 56 60 
Gaynes Hall 179 114 
North Sea Camp 534 817 
(1947-1949) 57 43 
Usk 727 408 
All “open” 8,808 2,232 59 58 
Closed: 
Feltham 700 309 
Camp Hill 443 207 45 45 
Portland 1,328 395 
Borstal 989 308 32 80 
Nottingham 927 344 _ 
All “closed” 4,382 1,563 36 86 


Source: From Mannheim & Wilkins (1955) p. 110. 


release from Borstal training, both in total releases and in the sam- 
ple of 720 used in the prediction study. The similarities, as you will 
See, are most reassuring. Without considering input information, 
there was a 23 per cent difference in favor of the open Borstals. Is 
there any difference in favor of the open Borstals when predicted 
Success from input is held constant? Table 8-4, based on the 385 


TABLE 8-4. ProcNnosis oF TYPE OF TREATMENT 
ANALYZED BY CRITERION 


Type of Institution 


Prognosis Open Closed 
Per Cent Per Cent 
Success Failure Successful Success Failure Successful 
Good AB 73 21 78 22 ul 67 
Average X 55 35 61 39 30 57 
Poor CD 15 24 38 17 43 28 
Total 148 80 78 84 


Source: From Mannheim & Wilkins (1955), p. 112. 
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cases of the 720 study samples for which all information was avail- 
able, shows that input identified much but not all of the account- 
able variance. An analysis of variance indicated that the program 
variance contributed significantly more to accounting for success 
variance than could be done from input information alone. 

While no further studies have been reported on the Borstal insti- 
tutions which replicate these findings, studies of California Youth 
Authority programs appear to support the positive effect of “open- 
ness” in treatment. The Youth Authority (Beverly and Guttmann, 
1962) has analyzed its programs with an input base expectancy 
design comparable to that employed in the Borstal Studies. It found 
that wards assigned to the more open programs did significantly 
better on parole than expected from their base expectancies. “Open” 
programs included camps, release to parole within a month after 
reception, and institutionalization at Soledad, North Branch, which 
emphasizes milieu therapy and considerable freedom among inmates, 
as well as between staff and inmates. The more closed programs 
within the Youth Authority did not show this better-than-expected 
phenomenon. The Highfields Study (see below) also supports the 
positive effect of “openness” on treatment. 

Significant as these studies are in suggesting that we should look 
within the nature of “openness” for the dynamics of effective delin- 
quency treatment, this is not their major contribution. The major 
contribution is the demonstration of pay off to be derived from syste- 
matic study of the natural variance in existing programs, These 
demonstrations make it a crime against the taxpayer (Grant, 1962) 
not to build operations accounting as well as fiscal accounting into 
any program. Fiscal accounting only checks whether funds have 
been spent in accord with some agreed-upon budget category. 
Without studies to evaluate the program (operations accounting) 
there is no guarantee that the public would not be better off if the 
program were not in operation. 


THE Hicurietps STUDY 


Highfields is a specialized facility for short-term commitments for 
first offenders 16 and 17 years of age, featuring a community therapy 
program with guided group sessions, minimum security, and work 
projects. Housing not more than twenty-one boys, the facility is the 
former home of Charles and Anne Lindbergh, which had been 
deeded to the state of New Jersey. Highfields, which was the name 
of the estate, consists of 390 acres and was opened in 1950. 
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The study of youthful offenders at Highfields (Weeks, 1958) was 
an effort to apply the analysis of natural variance to a short term 
open” residential program. As will be seen, the research design was 
not as tight as that in the Borstal Studies. The original Highfields 
proposal called for random assignments to three treatment alterna- 
tives, but judicial and administrative demands reduced the study to 
one of natural variance. Fortunately, for future studies of delin- 
quency treatment, precedents are developing (California Depart- 
ment of Corrections, 1956, 1958; Havel and Sulka, 1962; California 
Youth Authority, 1962; Empey and Rabow, 1960) for judicial and 
administrative cooperation with designs which call for random as- 
signments over decision alternatives. 

The treatment rationale for Highfields can be traced from the 
efforts of Aichhorn (1935) to establish residential treatment for 
problem youths in Vienna about 1920. Aichhorn (1935), Redl and 
Wineman (1952), and Bettelheim (1950) have tried to use the 
dynamics of interpersonal relationships in living units as a way of 
bringing about behavior change. In contrast with the rewarding of 
good normal habits in Borstal training, these therapists were con- 
cerned with allowing the “bad” to be expressed and “worked 
through.” Delinquent acts were seen as symptomatic, immature, 
and defensive behavior. Treatment was focused on personality 
growth and fostering controls from within. Highfield’s treatment 
assumes that three conditions are necessary for therapy to take place: 


First, the environment must be such as to aid the individual to discover and 


solve his difficulties. Second, there must be a supportive relationship and a 
therapeutic situation wherein an individual, although he may repeatedly fail to 
make his faulty perceptions and modes of behavior work, may be given en- 
couragement and support so that in failure he will not look upon himself as 
worthless or helpless. Third, the therapeutic situation must provide opportuni- 
ties whereby more effective modes of perceiving and behaving can be learned, 
tested, and established by the individual because he becomes aware that the 
newer modes are more satisfactory and rewarding than his older ways of be- 
having (Weeks, 1958, p. 14). 

The treatment program had four characteristic features: (1) in- 
formal and intimate staff-inmate living for a short period (approxi- 
mately four months), in a small group of about twenty in a non- 
custodial residential center; (2) the experience of a regular routine 

f guided group 


of work under supervision; (3) evening sessions © ided 
sight into the motivations for 


interaction designed to give the boys in 
their conduct and incentives to change their attitudes; and (4) con- 
tinuing group discussions outside these sessions during their leisure 
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time. The program was limited to older male youths, although the 
wife and family of the superintendent lived in the residence. 

The research design analyzed the natural variance in parole per- 
formance of input samples from two New Jersey institutions. Two 
hundred twenty-nine Highfield boys were followed through their 
approximately four months of treatment and at least twelve months 
on parole. One hundred sixteen Annandale? boys were followed 
through their average of twelve months institutional stay and at 
least eight months of parole. Formulas were developed for these 
samples to predict parole success from input (pretreatment) infor- 
mation. Analyses then were made to see if the institution accounted 
for any of the parole success variance beyond that which was pre- 
dictable from intake information, 

The findings demonstrated the Highfields boys as doing better on 
parole than Annandale subjects. The data suggested that the High- 
fields superior parole success could be entirely accounted for by 
input variations. Further, it appeared that any Highfields effect be- 
yond that attributable to input was occurring among the Negro boys 
but not among the non-Negroes in the study, 

The following Table 8-5 and Table 8-6 for Negroes and non- 
Negroes compare the parole success of Highfields and Annandale 


TABLE 8-5. SUCCESSFUL OUTCOME By NuMBER oF ADVERSE 
BACKGROUND VARIABLES FOR ALL Wuire Boys SENT 
TO HicHFIELDs OR ANNANDALE 


Number Highfields Annandale 
Adverse Per Cent Per Cent 
Background Success Success 

Variables Outcome Outcome 

0 100 

1 90 67 

2 90 63 

3 75 82 

4 62 78 

5 42 38 

6 19 33 

7 

8 

Total 64 59 


Source: From Weeks (1958) p. 68. 


1 Annandale is a state reformatory in New Jersey for juvenile delinquents 15 to 21 
years of age. Annandale opened in 1929 and has a normal capacity of 518 young men. 
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TABLE 8-6. SUCCESSFUL OurcoME BY NUMBER OF ADVERSE 
BACKGROUND VARIABLES FOR ALL NEGRO Boys SENT 
to HIGHFIELDS OR ANNANDALE 


Number Highfields Annandale 
Adverse Per Cent Per Cent 
Background Success Success 

Variables Outcome Outcome 

0 50 100 

1 71 80 

2 75 33 

3 42 21 

4 i 

Total 59 83 


Source: From Weeks (1958) p. 73. 


subjects for each input prediction score (number of adverse back- 
ground variables °). 
The study concluded from these tables that “there is no reason to 
elieve, so far as these distributions indicate, that the higher propor- 
tion of successful outcomes for the Highfields Negro boys is ac- 
counted for by the fact that they have better backgrounds” (Weeks, 
1958, p. 73). 


Pıror Intensive CounsELING ORGANIZATION (PICO) 


Thus far we have discussed studies of natural variance in treat- 
ment programs. A much more expensive and difficult-to-operate 
design is one utilizing experimental variance—where subjects are 
assigned systematically to different conditions of the study. As will 

e seen, experimentally induced variance allows more rigorous, 
though more costly and administratively inconvenient, tests of treat- 
ment hypotheses. ; 

_ The PICO project is a study of individual-oriented casework with 
institutionalized older delinquent youths. The treatment rationale 
for casework counseling is to help the client become aware of and 
work out ways to handle his needs in the social world with which he 
must react. Help is provided on a continuum extending from a 
ficial, easily verbalized problems, to those of a deeper and more elu- 
Sive nature. For example: (1) An inmate may be assisted in formu- 
ating an educational-vocational program. (2) Subsequently, he may 


2 Number of prior delinquencies, amount of education, number of jobs held, dura- 
tion of jobs, number of cities lived in, number of associates in present delinquency, 
kind of delinquency, and county of commitment. 
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require reassurance and support if he is to be able to maintain his 
socially acceptable drives toward self-improvement. (3) As the re- 
lationship develops, and identification proceeds, attitudinal changes 
may become evident as the inmate’s ambivalence surfaces, and he 
begins to alter his concept of himself and others, (4) In some in- 
stances, an inmate may finally derive some insights into his own 
personality dynamics, as he works through emotionally laden expe- 
riences and developmentally significant problems (California De- 
partment of Corrections, 1958a). 

The program consisted of four specially selected correctional 
counselors, each with caseloads of approximately twenty-five in- 
mates, and qualified by at least two years of graduate training in the 
social sciences. This training usually includes field placement under 
the graduate school’s supervision. In addition, trained supervision 
and psychiatric consultation were provided the PICO counselors 
throughout the study. 

Each inmate was seen by the caseworker for a minimum of one 
interview hour per week. Group counseling was used selectively as 
an adjunct to individual treatment, This experimental casework was 
in addition to regular institution programming. Control subjects 
were assigned to a 200-inmate caseload of a regular correctional 
counselor. 

The research design called for identifying the eligible wards dur- 
ing intake at the reception-guidance center; classifying the eligibles 
as amenable or nonamenable to treatment; randomly assigning eligi- 
bles to treatment and control status; administering intensive case- 
work to the treatment assignees; and evaluating the postrelease 
behavior of the four categories of subjects. Eligibility for the experi- 
ment was established by screening out at intake wards with any of 
the following “unwanted” characteristics: (1) commitment of less 
than six months’ duration, (2) probable out-of-state parole, (3) 
psychosis, (4) gross mental deficiency, (5) non-English-speaking, 
and (6) serious reading difficulty. Altogether, about 1600 wards 
were identified as eligibles during the period 1955-1960, the first 
phase of the project. 

Amenability to treatment was ascertained through pooled clinical 
judgments by a team that studied wards at intake into the reception- 
guidance center, During the period covered by intake, the ratio of 
amenable to nonamenable judgments was approximately 50-50. Al- 
though the most salient ingredient of amenability appeared to be the 
quality of anxiety, the typical amenable ward might be more fully 
described as “bright, verbal, and anxious.” In addition to these pri- 
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mary characteristics, the judgment of amenability was also influ- 
enced by evidence of “awareness of problems,” “insight,” “desire to 
change,” and “acceptance of treatment.” The treatment averaged 
about nine months for both the treated amenables and the treated 
nonamenables. 

M The principal criterion of performance was “return to custody” or 
lockup” in facilities of the Departments of Corrections (principal 
recipient of the returns), Youth Authority, and Mental Hygiene. 
This criterion has the statistical virtues of a linear scale. It lends 
itself to the development of a weighted index based on qualitative 
differences implied in confinement in different institutions. Finally, 
it yields a realistic estimate of the economic gains or losses in a par- 
ticular treatment process. 


Findings to date consist of the analysis of the first 100 paroled sub- 


jects in each of the four cohort groups: treated amenables, control 
amenables, treated nonamenables, and control nonamenables. Parole 
performance of over thirty-three months in parole is presented by 
months of reconfinement time spent in California custody and actual 
lockup time as a percentage of total possible lockup time for each 
cohort for a given time on parole. (See Table 8-7.) 


TABLE 8-7. CUMULATIVE RETURN TO STATE Custropy FOLLOWING 


RELEASE FROM PICO: Four PICO COHORTS 
(N = 100 per Cohort) 


Post- Maximum 
release Months of Time Months of Actual Lockup As 
Time in Spent in Return Lockup a Percentage of 
Months to Custody Possible Possible Lockup 
Per 
TA” CA CN TN Cohort®® TA CA CN TN 
6 8 14 15 600 13 28 25 
12 6 77 79 92 1200 5 64 66 77 
18 45 162 171 211 1800 25 90 95 117 
14.4 


24 100 281 987 346 2,400 42 11.7 12.0 
30 167 414 418 479 3000 56 188 139 16.0 


83 206+ 480+ 481 550 3,300 62 145 146 167 
Source: From Adams (1961). 


„ Treated amenable, control amenable, and so on. . 
Maximum months of lockup possible is the product of postrelease time in 


months and the number of wards in a cohort. 
+ The difference between means is significant at .01 by t-test. 


_ These data disclose a number of features of interest. First, they 
indicate that the treated amenables were decidedly superior to the 
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control amenables in avoiding return to state custody. This superi- 
ority is statistically significant at the .01 level by t-test of the differ- 
ence between lockup mean. Since only a minority of either the 
treateds or controls was locked up, the distribution of lockup time 
was strongly skewed, but the t-test was deemed applicable, never- 
theless. (For a discussion of this point, see Boneau [1960].) As 
presented in the original report (Adams, 1961) the difference in 
general performance, as well as the difference in lockup performance 
between treated and control amenables, also was found to be statis- 
tically significant. 

A second point of interest in the table is the continuous growth of 
the difference in lockup time. At 18 months, the mean difference is 
1.17 months; at 24 months, it is 1.81; at 30 months, it is 2.47; at 33 
months, it is 2.74. These figures signify that the lockup differential 
between treated and control amenables is a growing quantity, and it 
appears that only a follow-up of indefinite length will disclose the 
ultimate extent of its growth. 

A third point of interest is that there appears to be no relation 
between amenability and parole performance, judging by the virtu- 
ally identical rates of lockup among the control amenables and con- 
trol nonamenables. This is a surprising finding, particularly in view 
of the qualities that are supposedly the marks of nonamenability— 
lack of insight, no desire for change, denial of problems, and so on. 
The interpretation of this finding is difficult, especially because in a 
later section it will be observed that on some criteria there is an 
apparent relationship between amenability and performance among 
untreated wards. 

A fourth point of interest is the relatively poor performance of the 
treated nonamenables as compared with the control nonamenables. 
Although the difference in lockup means at thirty-three months is 
not statistically significant, the lockup differential grows continu- 
ously with time, as in the case of the treated and control amenables. 
It does not appear likely, however, that the magnitude of the differ- 
ence between these two cohorts will ever approach that of the two 
corresponding amenable cohorts. 

Further analysis of these cohorts, as well as successive replications 
on additional cohorts, will be forthcoming from the PICO project. 
Present findings, however, provide caseworkers with a powerful 
argument for their use in the treatment of older male youths. It 
should be carefully noted that the advantages of casework appear to 
be selective. The treated amenables have less reconfinement time, 
but the data strongly suggest that nonamenables not be assigned to 
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intensive, individual-oriented casework counseling while institu- 
tionalized. 
Tue Camp ELLIOTT STUDY 


Camp Elliott was one of several Navy institutions for the confine- 
ment and retraining of court-martialed sailors and marines. The 
Camp Elliott population consisted of approximately 1000 men, con- 
fined for offenses ranging from absence without leave (about 85 per 
cent) to murder. The average period of confinement was about four 
months, with 55 to 60 per cent of the men being restored to military 
duty at the termination of their confinement. The institution was 
one of the first to allow systematic variation of its program for re- 
search purposes. 

Delinquency treatment evaluation, as in all efforts to apply scien- 
tific methods, needs to state clearly a generalizable rationale. This 
can be thought of as the “why” statement. Hopefully, it can be 
logically tight enough to qualify as a theory or model. The rationale 
must be able to generate testable questions. These questions become 
the hypotheses which state that if the rationale is right, certain rela- 
tionships will be observed. If these relationships cannot be found, 
modification will have to be made in the rationale. Observations can 
be made through the analysis of existing phenomena, or through the 
analysis of experimentally created variance. 

The Camp Elliott experiment warrants study, not because it is a 
good example of efforts to apply the scientific method to institutional 
treatment of delinquency, but only because it is one of the best 
efforts available to date. A treatment rationale was developed. Spe- 
cific hypotheses were derived. These hypotheses predicted relation- 
ships between treatment variables defined by the rationale. The 
variables were then experimentally varied as part of the process to 
improve the rationale. The experiment has been run, the rationale is 
being modified, and further research has been stimulated. 

The treatment rationale for this study developed from an aware- 
ness of the pessimism being expressed regarding the possibility of 
Curing delinquents with traditional methods of psychotherapy. Tra- 
ditionally, psychotherapy was aimed at helping the neurotic whose 
conflicts are internalized, who carries his guilt and anxiety with him. 
This kind of neurotic tends to know that he is upset or uncomfort- 
able. He may, for example, feel afraid, have bad dreams, or not 
be able to speak in groups. In contrast, the acting-out personality 
tends to dissipate his anxiety before he feels it by running away, 
Striking at someone, or having an affair. Since the acting-out per- 
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sonality resolves his uncomfortableness, he abates any felt-need for 
personality change. Traditional psychotherapeutic methods are not 
nearly as appropriate for this kind of personality, since he feels no 
need to change and since he most certainly would run away from 
any therapy relationship which made him feel anxious. 

Since a majority of delinquents are acting-out personalities, the 
task in treatment becomes one of putting the offender in a nonpanic- 
producing correctional situation, which keeps him concerned about 
and facing his problems, in an attempt to bring about personality 
change in him. Acceptance of a need to change or grow results from 
a challenging uncomfortableness. Since this prerequisite for per- 
sonality change—this uncomfortableness—is absent or easily dis- 
sipated, it needs to be created or maintained for the acting-out per- 
son. However, intense anxiety leads to rigidifying panic where no 
personality change can occur, Therefore, the goal of the treatment 
program is to maintain a situation which would produce in the sub- 
jects a challenging uncomfortableness without rigidifying panic. 

The program called for research subjects to be placed for six or 
nine weeks in groups of twenty in small closed communities called 
“Living Groups” (Grant and Grant, 1959). The twenty men, with 
three supervisors, lived together in the same barracks, ate together, 
worked on a farm as a unit, held classes together, and participated 
as a team in recreational activities. The group was “closed,” not only 
in the sense that no new members were admitted or old members 
dismissed, but also in the sense that great effort was made to elim- 
inate interpersonal dealings with anyone outside the group. The 
attempt was made to establish close, continuing interpersonal rela- 
tionships within the group—with no way out. Ordinarily in confine- 
ment institutions there is much Opportunity for running away even 
while staying within the fence by getting transferred from job to job 
or from one living unit to another or running from therapist to 
therapist. To as great an extent as possible, all chances for this kind 
of acting-out or running away from anxiety were eliminated. 

These groups may be seen as the primary family situation re- 
visited. Group therapy, has often been likened to a family con- 
stellation with the therapist representing a parent and other group 
members the siblings. In the Camp Elliott Living Groups two addi- 
tional factors were present which contributed to the analogy: being 
together for 24 hours a day and maintaining the “closedness” of the 
group. One of the characteristics of the family situation for the 
young child is that it is a closed system—he is trapped in it, and he 
has no other resources. In our closed Living Groups, the men also 
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could not escape. There is the possibility that interpersonal prob- 
lems which for some reason could not be worked out in the original 
closed group—the family—may be worked through on such a return 
trip, especially with a parent figure who is perhaps more able to be 
supportive. 

Three supervisors were assigned to each Living Group. These were 
Marine noncommissioned officers who volunteered for the program. 
They were on a two-day-out-of-three duty schedule. Two of the 
three supervisors were with the men on the job for half of each day; 
they held discussion classes with the men for the other half day. 
During free time and evening hours, one of the three supervisors was 
in the barracks available to the men for individual or small group 
“bull sessions.” A psychologist was available to the confinees and 
supervisors for individual conferences, although every effort was 
made to keep as much as possible of the interpersonal relationship 
for group discussion. Each consultant's main function was to con- 
duct 90-minute, five-days-a-week group therapy sessions attended 
by the twenty men and the supervisors. These sessions were the 
heart of the attempt to encourage social maturing by forced” work- 
ing through of the anxiety provided by the close, continuing in- 
terpersonal relationships. The psychologist’s job was to prevent the 
challenging uncomfortableness from turning into rigidifying panic, 
yet not to allow subjects to flee the group. The focus in the group 
discussions was the interpersonal interactions within the group. An 
attempt was made to create a self-study atmosphere in which group 
members were encouraged to notice some interpersonal dealing of 
self with others, or among others—to notice this interaction and to 
bring it to the group for discussion. AR 

The research design called for twenty-seven Living Groups to be 
run over a two-year period with three operating simultaneously most 
of the time. Four major variables were studied: 


1. Kinds of offenders. 


Before entering the experiment, research subjects were classified 


on the basis of clinical interviews as high or low on a scale of in- 
terpersonal maturity (Ives and Grant, 1956). Maturity level was 
found to be uncorrelated with education and intelligence. Low 
maturity subjects were described as concerned primarily with 
tules of how to get along and frequently manipulated their rela- 
tionships, responded to threats of external punishment rather than 
to inner controls, tended to deny anxiety, and showed a general 
resistance to looking inside themselves. 
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High maturity subjects showed a more differentiated perception 
of other people and some capacity for empathy and identification; 
they tended to be anxious, either openly or symptomatically; they 
felt guilt, regret, and remorse; they showed some capacity for 
reflection. It was predicted that men classified as high maturity 
would respond more favorably to the treatment program than men 
classified as low maturity. 


2. Kinds of Supervisors. 

The three supervisory teams were ranked by two psychologists 
in terms of their predicted effectiveness in bringing about attitude 
change. Primary considerations were the maturity and flexibility 
of the individual supervisors. 


3. Kinds of Living Groups. 

Six of the groups were composed of high maturity, and another 
six of low maturity, subjects. The remaining fifteen groups in- 
cluded both maturity levels. Because of scheduling difficulties, 
nine of the mixed groups operated for six weeks rather than the 
usual nine weeks, 


4. Duration of the Supervisor-Group Relationship. 
Eighteen of the groups were exposed to only one supervisory 


team. The other nine changed supervisors and consultants every 
three weeks. 


Many interpersonal rating scales were used, and throughout the 
duration of the experiment peer evaluations, supervisor-confinee, 
consultant-confinee, and consultant-supervisor evaluations were 
systematically obtained. Effects of treatment were evaluated by 
success of the offender on restoration to service, defined as six 
months free from further disciplinary action, 


The findings were as follows: 


(1) Kinds of groups, whether all high maturity, all low matu- 
rity, or a combination of the two maturity levels did not effect 
restoration success, High and low maturity subjects in mixed 
groups did as well as those in groups where all were high or all 
were low. 

(2) When their entire treatment time had been spent with one 
of the two Supervisory teams which had been predicted first or 
second in effectiveness, high and low maturity subjects showed a 
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marked difference in restoration success. This difference, in favor 
of the high maturity group, could have happened by chance alone 
less than one time in 100. (See Table 8-8.) 

(3) When their entire time had been spent in the supervisory 
team which had been predicted least effective, high and low 
maturity subjects did not differ in restoration success. 

(4) The high and low maturity subjects reacted differently to 
the three kinds of supervision. The high maturity subjects had 
the greatest success with supervision ranked first and second in 
effectiveness, slightly higher under the second ranking team. 
Restoration success was less after experience with the third rank- 
ing team. Low maturity subjects, on the other hand, had the least 
restoration success under the team ranked as most effective. They 
improved noticeably under the second ranking team and did best 
of all under the team ranked as least effective. 

(5) The differences described were found only when subjects 
were supervised by the same team throughout the Living Group 
experience. When supervision was changed every three weeks, 
differences between high and low maturity offenders disappeared. 
Under changing supervision, only when the last six weeks were 
spent with the predicted most and next most effective teams did 
some relationship begin to emerge. 


This interaction pattern between kinds of supervision, kinds of 
confinees, and restoration success was impressively consistent over 
several breakdowns in the data. The maturity classification system 
appears valueless without an effectiveness of supervision classifica- 
tion, and an effectiveness of supervision classification appears value- 
less without a maturity classification. Pre- and posttreatment differ- 
ences on a delinquency attitude scale supported the posttreatment 
findings (Table 8-8). These findings are consistent with the ame- 
nable, nonamenable treatment interaction found in the PICO study. 

Since supervision affected the relationship between maturity level 
and restoration success, an important question concerns the nature of 
differences among supervisory teams (Havel, 1959). The nine super- 
visors and the three consulting psychologists were asked to describe 
themselves and each other on a series of sociometric items, on an 
adjective check list, and on a group of role descriptions. The score 
of each supervisory team was the sum of scores of its members. 
Differences among the teams were significant at the 5 per cent con- 


fidence level. ; ; 
The members of the third ranking team—predicted least effective 
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TABLE 8-8. Results or Camp ELLIOTT LIVING Group EXPERIENCE 


Supervisor Team ° 
I II II 


Success 
Rate 


Success Rates of high and low ma- 
turity subjects over kinds of super- 
vision (N = 335), 


Supervisor Team ° 
I Il Ill 
Adjusted 
Mean 
40 — Pe! 
2 — EN, 
44 — ge Se 
46 — N 
48 — Ar 
52 — 
Attitude change (adjusted means 
from delinquency scores) of high 
and low maturity subjects over kinds 
of supervision (all-high groups and 
all-low groups only) (N = 108). 


° Supervisory Team I, predicted to be most effective; Supervisory Team II, pre- 
dicted second most effective; and Supervisory Team III, predicted least effective. 


Supervisor Team ° 


52 — 

Attitude change of high and low 
maturity subjects over kinds of su- 
pervision (all nine-week groups) 
(N = 161). 


Supervisor Team ° 
I Il Ill 
Adjusted 
Mean 


52 — 

Attitude change of high and low 
maturity subjects over kinds of 
supervision (all six-week groups) 
(Ñ = 178). 


° Supervisory Team I, predicted to be most effective; Supervisory Team II, pre- 
dicted second most effective; and Supervisory Team III, predicted least effective. 


in changing delinquency attitudes 
to be the most effective with lo 


‚ and the one that proved actually 
w maturity subjects—were described 


by their peers as follows: “They stay away from retrainees, act supe- 


rior, and think retrainees are bad ac 
get a medal for doing what everyone 
anxious to be seen as not contaminat 


tors; they act as if they should 
has to do; they are lone wolves, 
ed by research or by other ship’s 


company personnel; they are good Marines, but should never have 


been given an assignment in ar 


esearch company.” They were 


described as not understanding the retrainee’s point of view, unable 
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to sacrifice self-interest for that of others, not concerned with having 
the retrainees like them, closed to new ideas, disliking to take 
chances, not friendly, not relaxed, undemocratic, and not resentful 
of authority people. The roles of dictator and maximum security 
guard were assigned to them significantly more often than to mem- 
bers of other teams. These items give a picture of men who are 
conforming, status-oriented, concerned with self-aggrandizement and 
in maintaining the status quo, socially rather isolated and, perhaps, 
potentially emotionally explosive. They were described as the most 
strict with retrainees, the least socially mature, but as the most effec- 
tive Marine non-commissioned officers. Consistent with the prior 
ranking by research staff, they were considered the least effective in 
changing delinquency attitudes among retrainees. 

The team predicted second in effectiveness was actually as effec- 
tive with high maturity subjects and somewhat more effective with 
low maturity men than was the team ranked first in effectiveness. 


These team members were described as impulsive, enjoying taking 


chances, close to cracking up, anxious to have retrainees like them, 
for themselves, acting like 


tending to lean on others and to be sorry 
one of the boys, knowing how to work all the angles, open to new 
ideas, irresponsible, not superior, and not able to get much work 
out of retrainees. The roles assigned them were playboy, athletic 
coach, cracker-barrel philosopher, lawyer, shoeshine boy, valet, and 
retrainee. The picture here is one of emotional lability, social anxiety 
with a high degree of interaction, absence of concen with stato 
distinctions, and probably a lack of concern with rules in general. 
This team was described as the least strict and least effective as 


Marine noncommissioned officers. a 

The team predicted to be the most effective generally held higher 
status among their peers, as indicated by their selection as the = 
research men, the most socially mature, the best for retrainee morale, 
and the best in changing delinquency attitudes. They were in ms 
effective with high maturity subjects, but low maturity u! i 
significantly worse under their supervision. These team mem = 
were described as sincere, helpful, honest, able to get the most wor 
out of retrainees, most able to sacrifice self-interest for that of others, 
and rejecting of other research company staff members. The picture 
seems to be one of stern dedication to the task of changing retrainee 
personality—with both supervisor and retrainee driven hard to ac- 
complish this goal. Seen as more poised and somehow grown-up 
than the other teams, they were also seen as somewhat aloof. 

The first and second ranking teams were seen as alike in some 
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ways, however. In contrast to the team ranked least effective, they 
were both more often described as accepting and understanding of 
trainees, democratic, and showing a general resentment of authority 
figures. They were significantly more often assigned roles of research 
psychologist and counselor. The two higher ranking teams can thus 
be regarded as more closely in tune with the therapeutic orientation 
of the Living Group program (and of psychological consultants ), 
while the third ranking team comes closer to representing the tradi- 
tional officer-enlisted man approach to the supervisor-retrainee rela- 
tionship. 

The retrainees were asked to describe their supervisors on a socio- 
metric scale of similar content. In general, high maturity subjects 
gave more differentiated descriptions than lows, and were more 
likely to see through show-offish, con-type behavior. Where highs 
criticized supervisors for not being close enough to the retrainees, 
low maturity subjects saw the same supervisors as helpful and under- 
standing. Differences were greatest when highs and lows described 
the supervisors rated least effective, Low maturity subjects described 
them more favorably, referring more often to their nurturant qual- 
ities; highs, when they responded favorably, more often referred to 


High maturity delinquent subjects, in trouble and concerned about 
it, reacted favorably to a therapeutic community experience which 


The low maturity delinquent persons responded to more therapy- 
oriented group experience with increased acting-out behavior, One 
can infer that the appeal of self-reflection and interchange was actu- 
ally met with a poorly tolerated increase in anxiety. Lows did best 
under supervision that marked the least departure from a known 
rule-oriented experience, 

One interpretation of these data might be that highs had a success- 
ful experience playing the psychologist’ game with therapy-oriented 
supervisors, while lows had another failure experience, intensifying 
out-group and military rejection failures, With the more author- 
itarian Supervisory team, the lows had more success playing the 
“good Marine” game. 
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CURRENT TRENDS 


y Thus far some of the complexities of delinquency treatment have 
een presented. Social class, peer relationships, personality differ- 
ences, staff characteristics, and institution climates must all be con- 
sidered in efforts to modify delinquent behavior in an institution 
setting. Further, examples of specific treatment evaluations have 
been reviewed. The Borstal and Highfields studies demonstrated 
analyses of natural-variance approaches to treatment evaluation. 
PICO and Camp Elliott researches illustrated experimental varia- 
tion in evaluation. 

Where are institution-oriented approaches to delinquency going 
from here? Three trends currently are emerging. The first is meth- 
odological. Institution treatment agencies are developing experi- 
mental and agency-study strategies. Rather than promoting the 
treatment for delinquency, agencies are encouraging innovation and 
evaluation. 

The second trend follows from leads in studies supporting “open” 
approaches to treatment. Therapeutic culture development is under 
study, and pilot programs are expanding institution treatment into 
the community. 

The third trend follows from observations of inmates in thera- 


penae communities. Peers are being seen as potential forces in anti- 
elinquency programs. The question now is becoming: how much 
problem in coping with 


use can be made of the products of a social 
the problem? 


EXPERIMENTATION 


are being built into delinquency control 
from “We know how to treat but cannot 
» to “The control of delinquency is a 
blem which requires an agency Con- 


Experimental strategies 
agencies. There is a shift 
because of insufficient budget 
complicated and changing pro 
tinually to innovate and evaluate 

It is becoming recognized ° th: 


» 


at agency management must deal 


applications of research methods to delinquency 
California’s Youth Authority, certainly they are 


United States federal and British systems are 
i . New York State has a 


r 3 Although the most extensive 
Sonni have been developed by 
ot alone with this trend. Both the 


any other states 
s for legislative action. New 
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with uncertainties and probabilities. No one knows what will hap- 
pen next year or how effective a given delinquency treatment pro- 
gram will be, but management must budget, plan, and put into 
Operation next year’s program this year. It must operate from its best 
guesses and probabilities. 

From this point of view all management is experimentation. It 
becomes good management or scientific management. The scientific 
method is the best rationale approach yet devised to approach un- 
certainties. The scientific method allows systematic use of past 
experience in optimizing the chance of being right with future deci- 
sions. 

Good management and good science both require: 


1. Stated objectives—what are we trying to do? 

2. Explicit rationales, theories, or models for obtaining these ob- 
jectives—why are we doing it? 

3. Detailed programs to expedite the rationales—what are we do- 
ing? 

4, Effective monitoring to assure that programs are performed as 
planned—are we doing what we think we are doing? 

6. Continued revisions of programs, rationales, and objectives 
based upon the evaluations: Systematic use of past experience 
is making decisions for the future. 

5. Continuous program-evaluation—are we accomplishing our ob- 
jectives as expected? 


In order to develop continued evaluation systems, agencies are 
integrating four methodical approaches to the study of treatment 
programs and operation. First is population movement, They must 
know how many of which kinds of inmates go into a given program, 
how long they stay there, and what happens to them after being 
moved out of the program. The second is expected-to-observed 
analyses of natural variance. Besides knowing how many of which 
kinds were assigned in a given program, the agency must know how 
many it expected to assign to the program. The agency must know 
how many of which kinds were returned from a given parole district 
compared to its expected return, This expected-to-observed strategy 
allows a continual evaluation of the agencies’ operations. Does the 
expected account for the observed variance, or is something going 
on which management did not expect? 

When unaccounted variance is discovered, the agency has an op- 
portunity to increase its knowledge and potential effectiveness. If 
the outcome from program or a routine operation varies significantly 
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from the expected, something is happening beyond what manage- 
ment already knows. Then, it calls upon its third methodology. 
Experimental variation is introduced to test hypotheses concerning 
the nature of the departure from the expected. The fourth meth- 
odology is the cohort interview, and observation of the treatment 
process itself. Process studies help provide the hypotheses and ideas 
for treatment rationales which are then tested through the analyses 
of natural and/or experimental variance. 

This total evaluation system requires continual measurement de- 
velopment. Measures are needed of the objectives (criteria), the 
expectancies (base expectancy formulas ), the clients (classification), 
and the program characteristics (staff, institution climate, perform- 
ance). 

The California Department of Corrections (Grant, 1962) has had 
an early example of the potential value inherent in this rationale- 
improvement approach to agency development. The top 15 per cent 
of good parole risks, as determined by base expectancy rates, were 
placed under minimum parole supervision. The “good risks” per- 
formed as well as they were expected to do under regular super- 
vision, At the same time, the middle range (55 per cent), as de- 
termined by base expectancy rates, performed better than expected 
when experimentally placed under reduced caseload supervision. 
The “good risks,” however, only performed as expected under re- 
duced caseload supervision. Further, process studies showed that 
“good risks” received more than their 15 per cent share of parole 
agent time under regular supervision. 


“Open” Treatment 


Open approaches to treatment are being expanded through the 
development of therapeutic cultures and through the extension of 
institution treatment into the community. i : 

The Fricot Ranch Study (Jesness, 1962) exemplifies research in 
therapeutic culture development. Under Rosenberg Foundation 
Sponsorship, 8- to 14-year-old delinquents are assigned experimen- 
tally to either a twenty-boy or a fifty-boy living unit. Efforts are 
being made to develop therapeutic cultures in both. Data also are 
being kept on the post institutional behavior of both samples. Major 
process differences can be summarized as follows: 


‚missiveness-reward. 


1. Control-punishment versus per 
fifty-boy lodge, the supervisory 


It is perhaps obvious that in a 
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staff must impose stricter limitations on behavior, both for the 
preservation of the staff member's sanity and for the protection of 
one boy from another. In the small unit, there is virtually no 
marching and almost no use of military formation. In the fifty- 
boy unit, on the other hand, control is a major preoccupation. It 
is necessary to call the boys into formation, or otherwise use 
standardized group procedures for almost all routine tasks, such 
as showers and bathroom call. 

Concomitant with the need for more rigid control in .the fifty- 
boy lodge is the greater use of punishment. Possibly for lack of 
time to deal with problems on an individual basis, and greater in- 
security, punishment is frequently likely to be harsh and arbitrary. 
In the experimental unit, punishment is less frequent and is usually 
administered individually. “Correction” often takes the form of 
reasoning. With few exceptions, individual infractions are not 
handled by group punishment. However, in the large unit the 
use of group techniques, such as being on “silence,” standing for 
periods at attention, or loss of privileges for the entire group, is 
routine, occurring almost daily, and sometimes more frequently. 

It is reasonable to expect that this frequent, harsh punishment 
in rigidly structured situations will lead to failure of development 
of inner control, greater externalization of responsibility, a more 
negative attitude toward authority, and a negative perception of 
self. In the smaller unit, the more permissive situation allows for 


2. Authoritarianism-equalitarianism. 

Because of the tighter controls and large-group techniques, the 
supervisor in the large unit must routinely act in the authoritarian 
role. He must maintain a marked social distance, and commonly 
assumes a harsh, threatening tone of voice. He can neither show 
his total personality nor take account of the feelings of the boys. 
When the supervisor must assume the authoritarian role for such 
a large part of the day, it is unreasonable to expect him to switch 
easily into the role of counselor or friend. Warm, informal rela- 
tions appear to become difficult. Moreover, time is rarely available 
for individual informal contacts. 

In this situation, feedback from boy to staff is difficult. There 
is little opportunity for a boy to express his opinions, show dis- 
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agreement with supervisors, or to have a voice in the operation of 
the unit, Here, the effects may be reflected by the development of 
negative attitudes toward authority, and identification with the 
authoritarian element of the supervisory role. 

Dependency on staff is discouraged. The supervisor cannot in- 
tervene in every quarrel, cannot listen to every boy who wants to 
confide, cannot respond to every request. It is common to see five 
or six boys surrounding a supervisor, competing for his attention. 
Boys who persist in seeking attention are considered bothersome, 
and a supervisor soon learns to discourage inmates from seeking 
help in small matters. 

Over a period of several months, the research staff made a count 
of the time spent talking or counseling informally with from one 
to five boys at a time. It was shown that a boy in the small ex- 
perimental unit can expect at least four times as much informal 
staff attention as can a boy in the large unit. Thus the boys’ at- 
tempts at relating are frustrated, and they become increasingly 
dependent on the peer groups for status and on peer norms as 
guides to conduct. Boys in the larger unit appear to become in- 
creasingly aggressive and superficially self-sufficient. The <a 
ency to deny feelings of dependency may be further reinforced by 
the large lodge’s structure. The implications here are many since 
close, adequate interpersonal relationships are seen to be crucial 
in leading to identification, which in turn is considered essential 
to the development of inner controls, Some suggest that an aware- 
ness of concern, interest, or personal liking by others is the most 
important element in any treatment process. j 

There are many other differences. There is little privacy in = 
larger lodge, while boys in the smaller unit are given the on 
privacy several times during the day. Greater piney en by 
formality promote an atmosphere of greater trust anc respe i y 
staff toward the inmates. There is in the small unit much ess 
evidence of the occupational habit, apparently fnar. in widely 
different kinds of institutions, of talking to wards in a eg 
even hostile tone of voice-a factor which although difficult to 


document may be quite crucial in its effects. 
ate interaction variables are others 


associated with differences in the inmate subculture. An ee ope 
ing of the influence of the peer group en an in Er = 
quaintance with the boy's world. The very least that cou A 
is that the experience of a boy with higher peer status is qu 


In addition to the staff-inm 
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ent from that of a boy with low status. Among the many hypotheses 
which can and will be tested are those relating peer status to official 
status and length of institutional stay. The central proposition here 
is that in a larger unit, tractability (conformity, and apparent adjust- 
ment to program) is in part dependent upon high status, which is 
in turn more dependent upon aggressive, manipulative skills than 
upon the absence of antisocial attitudes. Thus, the tractability cri- 
terion of improvement in the larger unit may prove to be unrelated 
to parole success or measures of attitude change. The smaller unit, 
with less staff-boy social distance, should allow greater upward 
mobility of low status boys or of disturbed boys. Differences in 
status should also be less apparent. The peer subculture in general 
should interfere less with the accomplishment of relevant rehabilita- 
tive goals in the smaller unit, where less staff-boy social distance 
prevails and the boys can be more dependent on staff for a close 
relationship. 

Although this study will run for two more years, its preliminary 
postinstitution performance findings are of interest. 

Considering only the shorter exposure periods, it is clear that up to 
this time the twenty-boy unit graduates have been more successful 
than those of the fifty-boy unit. After nine months on parole, for 
example, approximately 39 per cent of the fifty-unit have had parole 
revoked, compared with 18 per cent of the twenty-unit. The differ- 
ences in rate at twelve and eighteen months are also significant and 
unlikely to be accountable on a chance basis. (See Table 8-9.) 


TABLE 8-9. REVOCATIONS FROM PAROLE Status 


Fifty-Boy Twenty-Boy 
Months Unit Unit 
Since Number Per Cent Number Per Cent 
Release N Revoked Revoked N Revoked Revoked 
3 59 2 3.4 46 0 0 
6 58 7 12.1 46 3 6.5 
9 57 22 38.6 40 T 17a“ 
12 44 22 50.0 37 10 27.0° 
18 28 18 64.3 27 7 26.0 ° 
24 24 16 66.7 21 9 42.9 
36 13 10 77.0 11 8 72.7 


Source: From Jesness (1962). 
° Chi-square significant beyond .05 level. 


Further expressions of the openness trend is the using of institu- 
tions as bases for community-oriented treatment programs consisting 
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of community job placements during the day with night and week- 
end confinement. Another development is the Halfway House of the 
federal system (McDannell, 1963). Programs for the narcotic- 
addicted (Burkhart and Sathmary, 1963) have emphasized early de- 
tection and short-time-institution return treatment units as part of 
a continuing treatment-control program. 

The best illustration of institution-based community treatment is 
the Community Treatment Project (Grant, Warren, and Turner, 
1963) of the California Youth Authority. This is a study where com- 
munity versus institution treatment is experimentally varied. 

All first commitment wards sent to the Youth Authority from the 


juvenile courts covering the greater urban areas of Sacramento and 


Stockton are eligible for this study, with the following excluded 
categories: 
1. Wards whose most appropriate placement is outside metropol- 
itan Sacramento and Stockton. 
2. Wards requiring transfer to the Department of Mental Hygiene. 
3. Wards who will likely move from metropolitan Sacramento and 
Stockton within six months after release to the project. 
4. Cases of murder second degree, robbery first degree, forcible 
rape, manslaughter, vicious assault, and other serious offenses. 
5. Cases involving intense community reaction. 
In the first nine months of operation, 173 juvenile court commit- 
ments (155 boys, 18 girls) from the defined geographic areas were 
screened for possible inclusion in the project, Forty-two ps (2 
per cent) and no girls were declared: ineligible. Of Fo ae 
ineligibles, 64 per cent were excluded on the basis of offense or 
offense history. Most other cases were eliminated because of serious 
emotional disorder or community reaction to the ward s negative in- 
fluence on peers. In personal characteristics, the ineligible group 
differed from the eligible group in having a higher proportion a 
Negroes and, of course, in having more commitments for assaultive 


offe l i 

Kram the pool of eligibles, cases were randomly assigned to ned 
perimental and control groups, the proportion varying m. t 
over time in relation to workload requirements ın the experiment 
unit. Forty-one boys and nine girls have gone into the <a 
group, and seventy-two boys and nine girls have gone 


trol group. a l l 
The oP- tment-supervision program is divided nie three a ae 

each providing a different level of service, proceeding. rom u oe 

programming to a more routine parole program. tage 
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intensive contact period into which all wards enter upon release from 
the Reception Center. Intensive contact is defined as from two to 
five contacts per week and may involve partial or full-day program- 
ming for the ward. Cases remain in this stage until they appear to 
be capable of adjusting to the community with less supervision and 
support from the project. In length, this stage varies according to 
the ward’s needs, but, for the unit, approximates the average in- 
stitutional stay (eight months). 

Stage B is a transitional period when the treatment goal is to help 
the ward work through any difficulties arising from the agent. Case 
contacts average one per week, 

Stage C is a minimum supervision period, when treatment of ex- 
perimental cases is comparable to treatment accorded to regular 
parolees in the Youth Authority. Case contacts average one per 
month. 

The use of temporary detention in the institution has emerged as 
an important intervention strategy. Five kinds of usage have been 
identified: 

1. To enforce rules and limits; 

2. To prevent acting out in reactions to internal or situational 

stress; 

8. To focus the ward’s attention on the therapeutic relationship 

with the community agent; 

4. To impress the ward „with his responsibilities to the project; 

5. And to hold the ward in custody pending important decisions 

regarding his status. 
Thus far, twenty-five wards have been placed in detention, a total 
of forty-one times, with an average of 6.8 days per situation stay. 

As Table 8-10 shows, this project already has demonstrated the 


TABLE 8-10. Exposure TIME IN COMMUNITY FoR 
THE EXPERIMENTAL CASES 


Months in Number of Cummulative 
Community Program Wards Percentage 
More than 7 months 5 12 
More than 6 months 11 40 
More than 5 months 3 48 
More than 4 months 3 55 
More than 8 months 8 75 
More than 2 months T 92 
More than 1 month J! 95 
Less than 1 month 2 100 


Source: From Grant, Warren, and Turner (1963). 
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feasibility of community-oriented treatment for a large segment of 
the California Youth Authority wards. It remains to be seen how 
much ultimate treatment success can be achieved for dollars spent 
under the two programs. Five experimental cases, not included in 
these figures, have been revoked as project failures after periods of 
exposure ranging from two to six months. The five revoked wards 
were sent to institutions for law violations or failure to adjust to 
project demands, The total exposure time in the community for all 


experimental wards is 197 months. 


Using Delinquents to Cope with Delinquency 


It is a challenging specific in a general development to use the 
products of a social problem in coping with the problem. Thera- 
peutic culture (Weeks, 1958; California Youth Authority, 1962; Pol- 
sky, 1962) and institution organization studies (Ohlin and Lawrence, 
1951; Cloward, 1955; Vinter and Janowitz, 1961) strongly suggest 
that delinquency-involved peers not only affect the delinquent be- 
havior of others, but that they can also assert antidelinquency in- 
fluences. 

The trend now is to see how far systematic use of the delinquent- 
involved and ex-involved can be developed in coping with crime and 
delinquency. Already there are several indications that major con- 
tributions can come from their use. The role of the ex-alcoholic in 
the Alcoholics Anonymous program is impressive. Short (1962) has 
been using older delinquency-involved youths as remedial instruc- 
tors for younger potential school drop-outs and delinquents. Lippitt 
(1962) has a project devoted to maximizing the feelings of meaning- 
fulness and purpose of delinquency-prone groups in their work with 
the community. Schwitzgebel (1960) and Slack (1963) have used 

ters in delinquency re- 


delinquents as paid subjects and experimen 
es stand periodic 24-hour duty ses- 


search, Leary (1962) has parole 

sions with Harvard graduate students to help keep fellow parolees 
from returning to prison. The Hausers (1960) were one of the first 
to demonstrate the potential in the products of a culture’s problems 


to aid in coping with the problems. 

The Navy, s al at Camp Elliott (Grant, 1957) utilized thirty- 
five confinees in antidelinquency efforts. The California Department 
of Corrections now has twenty inmates and four parolees actively 
engaged in correctional research. In addition, it is using inmates as 
social therapists in therapeutic culture programs. 


Volkman and Cressey (1963) have documented the value of ex- 
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addicts and criminals in treating addicted criminals in the Synanon 
program. Impressive as the Synanon program is, the Volkman-Cres- 
sey papers major contribution is its demonstration of Cressey’s 
(1955) principles for delinquency treatment. These principles war- 
rant careful study. As Cressey (1955, p. 118-119) has written: 


If criminals are to be changed, they must be assimilated into groups which 
emphasize values conducive to law-abiding behavior and, concurrently, alien- 
ated from groups emphasizing values conducive to criminality. Since our ex- 
perience has been that the majority of criminals experience great difficulty in 
securing intimate contacts in ordinary groups, special groups whose major com- 
mon goal is the reformation of criminals must be created. 


The more relevant the common purpose of the group to the reformation of 
criminals, the greater will be its influence on the criminal members’ attitudes 
and values. Just as a labor union exerts strong influence over its members’ atti- 
tudes toward management but less influence on their attitudes toward say, 
Negroes, so a group organized for recreation or welfare purposes will have 
less success in influencing criminalistic attitudes and values than will one whose 
explicit purpose is to change criminals. 


The more cohesive the group, the greater the members’ readiness to influence 
others and the more relevant the problem of conformity to group norms. The 
criminals who are to be reformed and the persons expected to effect the change 
must, then, have a strong sense of belonging to one group: between them there 
must be a genuine “we” feeling. The reformers, consequently, should not be 


identifiable as correctional workers, probation or parole officers, or social work- 
ers. 


Both reformers and those to be reformed must achieve status within the group 
by exhibition of “pro-reform” or anti-criminal values and behavior patterns. As 
a novitiate... he is a therapeutic Parasite and not actually a member until he 
accepts the group’s own system for assigning status. 


criminals for the purpose of changing other criminals, A group in which crimi- 
nal A joins with some non-criminals to change criminal B is probably most 
effective in changing criminal A, not B: in order to change criminal B, criminal 
A must necessarily share the values of the anti-criminal members. 


SUMMARY 


Delinquency treatment needs to be viewed in terms of who is af- 
fected, how, by what, and in which social-cultural context. Social 
class, peer relationships, personality differences, staff characteristics, 
and institutional climates have been identified as influences to be 
considered in delinquency treatment. 

Studies of the natural variance in treatments were exemplified by 
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the Borstal and Highfields evaluations. These researches tested 
whether variations in treatment contributed anything to predicting 
posttreatment behavior, beyond predictions based only on prior-to- 
treatment information. Both studies support the contention that 
open treatment-oriented programs improve postinstitutional success. 

Studies which experimentally varied treatments were illustrated 
with the California Pilot Intensive Counseling and the U.S. Navy 
Camp Elliott projects. Both studies strongly suggest that treatments 
which are appropriate for some personality classifications are inap- 
propriate for others. 

Three trends in institution treatment research are apparent: (1) 
institutions are building innovation and evaluation into their ad- 
ministrations, (2) open approaches to treatment are being expanded 
into the community, and (3) offenders and ex-offenders are being 
used in coping with delinquency problems. The latter is part of a 
general development in the use of the products of social problems in 
coping with the problem. 
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Delinquency and the 
Educational System 


Jonn R. Ercuorn 


À CONSIDERATION Of the role of the school in the area of juvenile 
delinquency poses a number of questions. First, is prevention and 
control of juvenile delinquency a responsibility of public schools? 
If it is, are the schools equipped to handle their part of the task? It 
also raises the questions as to how the schools see their role and how 
their personnel can prepare for the task. The answers to these raise 
the questions as to what the schools are doing in this area and how 
successful their programs are. 

America has always held education in high esteem. No other peo- 
ple have demanded so much of education as have Americans (Com- 
mager, 1956). Since early colonial times the value and need of edu- 
cation have been recognized. Originally viewed as the privilege of 
a few, education has become the opportunity for all. As Crow and 
Crow (1950, p. 3) state, “The philosophy that underlies modern 
educational theory has evolved slowly but surely as political, social, 
and economic philosophies have changed.” Schools are no longer 
for the able and willing alone, for many children who at one time 
would have been excluded because of economic status, limited intel- 
ligence, physical limitation, or emotional maladjustment are now 
accepted. Present-day education is a far cry from that of 100 years 
ago or even twenty or thirty. The three B’s are essential but not 
sufficient for our modern society. The educational programs of 
American schools have gradually expanded to include concern for 
health, personal and emotional adjustment, vocational preparation, 
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and civic training. The concern is for the individual in a modern, 
ever-changing society. 

Commager (1956) suggests that America has been served better 
by its schools and educators than has any other country. And yet, 
everyone is aware of the periodic criticism of American educators 
and educational systems. This is to be expected and welcomed; con- 
structive criticism is to be encouraged in an ever-changing society 
if progress is desired. A former United States Commissioner of Edu- 
cation believes that we can be proud of the diversity and strength 
of our schools, but he suggests that until their weaknesses are elimi- 
nated the task of educating our youth will not be complete (Der- 
thick, 1962). 

It must be appreciated that no matter how well the schools are 
serving America they do have limitations. Thus a question might be 
raised as to how well modem schools can perform the broad and 
generous goals set for them. Are such goals too ambitious? This 
could lead to the question concerning the relation of the schools to 
the problem of juvenile delinquency and ways of helping to prevent 
and control the problem. Brownell (Moore, 1958, p. 51), also a 
former Commissioner of Education, has said that delinquency is 
related to the school in three ways: “Schools may produce delin- 
quency. Schools may help prevent delinquency. Schools may help 
with delinquency through curriculum and program of activities. 


SIGNIFICANCE OF THE ScHooL’s ROLE 


Actually, the school occupies a key position in the community's 
program for the prevention and control of juvenile delinquency. 
There is no complete agreement as to what this role is, but most 
child workers do recognize the strategic position of the school. Some 
tend to minimize this role. Bloch and Flynn (1950, p. 198) maintain 
that the function of the school is to provide education in the re- 
stricted sense. They believe that the school imparts knowledge and 
intellectual and reasoning skills which enable the children to irn 
practical adjustments to the type of world and community s w 
they will live. Educators would agree with this in part, ut Sa 
would suggest that readying a child for his place in the world goes 


i i d rea- 
beyond the task of “imparting knowledge and intellectual an 
sarng skills.” They would be more inclined to agree with -T 
(1959, p. 155 ), who believes that schools were established to help 
youth to realize their potentialities and to develop into wholesome 


personalities and useful citizens, and that education is “a process by 
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which the behavior of people is improved that they may think, feel, 
and act differently than they ever did before.” He adds the fact that 
the schools must aim to develop young people physically, spiritually, 
and morally as well as intellectually. Thus, he concludes, the schools 
are concemed with all problems of life including juvenile delin- 
quency. 

Educators over the years have stated and revised the objectives 
of education as they see them. Four objectives often quoted (Crow 
and Crow, 1950) are: (1) self-realization, (2) human relationships, 
(3) economic efficiency, and (4) civic responsibility, 

It is on the basis of objectives that school curriculums are devel- 
oped. Those who ascribe to these and similar lists of objectives set 
forth by outstanding leaders in their own profession must agree that 
such objectives do incorporate, in principle, some responsibility for 
the prevention and control of juvenile delinquency. 

Sheldon and Eleanor Glueck (1959) believe that the school is the 
second social institutional circle of influences to which a child is sub- 
jected. The rearing of children is the responsibility of the home, and 
yet in this rapidly changing world the home has recognized it needs 
the help of many community agencies. Robison (1960) suggests 
that one of the major institutions to which the home turns for assist- 
ance is the school. In this institution parents recognize a force 
which, theoretically, is aimed at the betterment of all who come 
under its influence. This includes all children except the few who 


cannot profit from its services but who can benefit only by the help 
of medicine or a related discipline. 


EFFECTIVENESS OF THE SCHOOL 


But how effective can the schools be in helping to prevent and 


encies toward delinquency and waywardness have been established. 
Even if one were in complete accord with this, does it suggest that 
traits cannot be altered or reversed? N eumeyer (1961) believes the 
school has an excellent Opportunity to help prevent juvenile delin- 
quency. He predicates his belief on the fact that the school sees 
almost all the children at an early stage of development and teachers 
who have the pupils for several hours a day are able to observe them 
closely. Therefore, as the Gluecks (1959, p- 1070) suggest, the 
schools are in a position to reach children beföre maladjusted be- 
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havior expresses itself overtly or becomes too deeply rooted. But 
recognize that “the school affects the formation of personal controls 
insofar as its personnel represent acceptable models of authority 
and provide rational guides for behavior” (Reiss, 1952, p. 711). The 
school is not alone a physical plant of walls, windows, and class- 
rooms, but an institution composed of trained personnel, each 
charged with specific duties but all responsible for contributing 
cooperatively to the welfare of the children. 

This does not suggest that the school has the sole or chief respon- 
sibility for juvenile delinquency. Delinquent behavior is seldom the 
product of the school alone. Also it must be appreciated that the 
school cannot solve the juvenile delinquency problem by itself 
(Kvaraceus and Miller, 1959). And there is much the school cannot 
and should not be expected to do, for actually the school functions 
within the orbit of societal, financial, and personnel limitations 
(Yoshino, 1959). There are occasions when the locus of the problem 
rests with the school, but more frequently it is elsewhere and the 
school must cooperate with other agencies in seeking information 
that will help all to better understand deviant children. 


EDUCATORS AWARENESS OF THE ScHooL’s ROLE 
It is important that school personnel be aware of the role the 
prevent and control juvenile delin- 


school must play in helping to 
quency. Educators are conscious of the magnitude of the problem— 
ication media, 


they are confronted daily, through various commun! 
with reports of the delinquent behavior of youth. But educators 
must appreciate the fact that the subjects of these reports are “their 

children. They are children whom teachers and other school person- 
nel have seen grow up from “ordinary” 6-year-olds to socially malad- 
justed adolescents. Certainly these educators must at times wonder 
whether the school could have failed—failed as one of the commu- 
nity agencies responsible for the welfare of these youth. Are edu- 
cators aware of their responsibility in helping to prevent children 
from becoming delinquent? Currently, considerable attention is be- 
ing focused upon the educational problems of exceptional children, 
particularly the gifted and the mentally retarded. But often juve- 
nile delinquents are considered the bane of society—a fact which is 
reflected in the community's schools. Kvaraceus (1960, p. 381) has 
said that “no deviate child among exceptional children suffers more 
in the way of retaliatory and rejecting attitudes on the part of those 
around him than does the delinquent youngster. He reports, in a 
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study of youth workers ( including teachers), that, of all types of 
exceptional children, the delinquent child is the one with which they 
like least to deal. 

This does not suggest that educators fail to appreciate that the 
school has a role to play in the prevention and control of juvenile 
delinquency. Horace Mann and many other educators since have 
been proclaiming that the schools must help deviant youth. Evi- 
dence of the schools’ concern is reflected in the work and publica- 
tions of their various professional organizations. The oldest and 
largest of these, the National Education Association (NEA), has 
published many articles and other writings on delinquency. A dis- 
cussion of some aspects of the problem can be found in the 1907 
annual proceedings of this organization (Bache, 1907). Some years 
later the NEA published a research bulletin which discussed crime 
prevention through education. More recently, an NEA study of 
juvenile delinquency, conducted under the direction of Kvaraceus, 
included a series of interdisciplinary seminars which considered the 
school’s role in the prevention and control of juvenile delinquency. 
The result of these meetings was two publications aimed at helping 
teachers and school administrators with problems associated with 
the understanding and treatment of juvenile delinquency (Kvara- 
ceus and Miller, 1959; Kvaraceus and Ulrich, 1959). 

Somewhat earlier, the Association for Supervision and Curriculum 
Development (Moore, 1958) published a booklet which provided 
information of value to schools attempting to determine their role 
in helping to solve the problem of juvenile delinquency. Moore, 
with the help of a study-discussion group, compiled a concise but 
informative review of much of the more significant writings and 
research in the area, 

The National Society for the Study of Education (1948) focused 
considerable attention on the problem in 1948. And for many years 


meetings and through its official journal. A number of other organi- 


zations of educators have also concerned themselves with this prob- 
lem. 


Epucators’ PREPAREDNESS 


It has been said that the school cannot be everything to everyone. 
School personnel do have particular functions to fulfill. But actually 
these functions cannot be accomplished individually; therefore, edu- 
cators must have a broad background that permits them to under- 
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stand their task in relation to the work of other child workers. 
Professional training for teachers involves work in many fields and 
should provide them with an understanding of children—their 
growth and development in our modern society. It should permit 
them to work more effectively with children and to sensitize them 
to problems of the extreme deviates. Also it should permit educators 
to recognize their own limitations as well as their strengths and the 
value and need of working with other youth-serving agencies. 

How well are teachers prepared to understand children, and how 
effectively can they recognize the problems of children? Sharp 
(1942) feels the teacher’s main task is to carry the children through 
the curriculum, and for this reason her evaluation of each child 
centers on his activity relative to the curriculum. But, as indicated 
earlier, educators feel that teachers must concern themselves with 
many aspects of the development and adjustment of children as 
these have a direct bearing on how they learn. Therefore it is essen- 
tial that teachers recognize behavior which is indicative of malad- 
justment. In 1928 Wickman reported research findings which raised 
considerable doubt as to the ability of teachers to recognize symp- 
toms of serious behavior problems. But since that time schools have 
raised the professional requirements for teachers. Today, more states 
demand that their teachers have a bachelor’s degree, and in some 
the current trend is toward a five-year teacher training program. 
Also, teachers’ license requirements today include more work in 
those fields which will help educators to work more effectively with 
children. However, it must be recognized that the critical shortage 
of teachers has necessitated the hiring of some teachers without the 
desirable background, and some small communities, and some not 
so small, have had to settle for teachers with bare minimum license 
requirements because they were unable to meet the financial com- 
petition for the more qualified teacher. In addition, there are some 
teachers who were licensed before the stringent requirements were 
imposed. This does not imply that the meeting of state certification 
standards will of itself guarantee that a teacher will possess the 
ability to recognize severe behavior problems. Conant (1963) in his 
study of the education of American teachers has challenged the pat- 
terns of certification of teachers in this country. It is his opinion that 
none of the present methods of En assure the public of com- 

etent and adequately prepared teachers. 
P To al ihe dent, teachers must first understand the 
“average” child. How well does teacher training prepare educators 
to do this? The quality of training varies considerably from one in- 
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stitution of higher learning to another (Conant, 1963), but Long 
and Newman (1961) believe the majority of teacher training in- 
stitutions are such that beginning teachers find their attempts to 
transfer their educational beliefs and methods into an educational 
program unsuccessful. A more recent publication lends some sup- 
port to this claim (Sarason, Davidson, and Blatt, 1962). It is essen- 
tial that we be concerned with this problem, for, as Brownell 
(Moore, 1958) suggests, even in combination the home, school, 
church, and other community groups have not been able to prevent 
more and more youth from becoming delinquent. 

The majority of teachers are reasonably healthy, capable people 
who attempt to do the best they can (Long and Newman, 1961). 
Despite the ever-present criticism of their work, the condition of our 
country and its people evidences that most school teachers are doing 
their part. This is true despite our seemingly limited knowledge of 
children and their behavior. But todoa good job, teachers, as Morse 
(1958) suggests, should know what children do and what motivates 
them to do it. It is in this direction that the formal training of the 
educator is aimed—to know what children do and their motivation 
for doing it. It would seem that teachers with this training would 
recognize significant behavior problems. 

But Wickman (1928) seemed to demonstrate that teachers are 
concerned about the types of behavior regarded by mental hygien- 
ists as least likely to result in behavior disorders. Teachers are still 
being indicted on the basis of the Wickman study (Clinard, 1959), 
and yet there have been later studies which tend to refute or modify 
these earlier findings. In one study, made in 1951, it was found that 
the attitudes of the 119 teachers and thirty-seven mental hygienists 
studied were in much greater agreement with the criterion attitudes 
established by the clinicians than were those of the teachers of the 
Wickman study (Schrupp and Gjerde, 1955). In another study re- 
ported several years earlier, an attempt was made to measure teacher 
insight into child behavior. The teachers surveyed recognized con- 
structive measures for dealing with child behavior (Stendler, 1955). 
Gronlund (1950) and Gage and Suci (1951) found that the ability 
to judge the behavior of pupils accurately is correlated positively 
with the teachers’ effectiveness with them. 

In their study, Amos and Washington (1960) reported that teach- 
ers recognize fewer problems in junior high school pupils than the 
pupils themselves recognize. Harris’ (1952) study seems to lend 
some credence to these findings. In his study, teachers were asked 
to select “normal” children. Those selected were taken to clinics 
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where they were studied extensively as “problem” children usually 
are. Harris found large discrepancies between the findings of the 
teachers and those of the clinicians. The latter classified as problem 
cases one in four of those selected by the teachers as normal. But 
Klein’s (1956) interesting discussion of this study raises the question 
as to whether what appeared to be on the surface is so, that is, 
whether the teachers could have been more nearly correct in their 
appraisals than were the clinicians. Klein’s discussion of Luft’s 
(1950) investigation also helps to remind us to analyze carefully the 
reported results of such studies. 

Mitchell (1942) found in his study that mental hygienists had 
changed their ratings on some of the traits in the Wickman study in 
the conservative direction. And, he reports, teachers were somewhat 
closer to the mental hygienists, especially in their ratings of non- 
aggressive traits. On the basis of his study of 308 elementary and 
secondary school teachers in New Orleans, Hunter (1963) suggests 
that today’s teachers are definitely showing more concern about non- 
aggressive traits and behavior suggesting mental problems than did 
the teachers involved in the Wickman study. One of his findings also 
agrees with that of Sparks (1952) that teachers with training be- 
yond the bachelor degree evaluate problems more nearly like mental 
hygienists than do those with less education. B , 

Despite the greater emphasis of teacher training on what children 
do and what motivates them to do it, too few educators gain any 
great degree of understanding of juvenile delinquents through 
course work. Evidence of this may be noted in a recent study of 260 
educators enrolled in graduate courses. Of these, eight had taken 
college courses entitled “Juvenile Delinquency while aay h 
had had in their graduate or undergraduate studies courses in en 
a specific segment had been devoted to the problem. About half ha 
had only courses which devoted no more than one or two class hours 
to the problem. The remaining had had no classes in which consid- 
eration was given to the problem (Eichorn, 1962). ; m 

The writer's experience with graduate students taking Br > 
the area of exceptional children suggests that most of them tend to 
have a somewhat more sophisticated background than the va 
well-read lay person. For example, they appreciate here in 
more than one causal factor and that no one discipline alone se e 
expected to prevent or to control delinquency. But these same > u- 
cators are too prone to generalize and to have set and positive a 
which research does not bear out. Frequently, they accepted as 
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truisms the very same common misconceptions of delinquency listed 
in the recent NEA study (Kvaraceus and Miller, 1959). 


EVIDENcE or DELINQUENCY IN THE SCHOOLS 


The idea that the school is an agency which can contribute to 
juvenile delinquency is not new. Over 100 years ago Pierce (1854) 
presented an evidently controversial essay in which he stressed the 
lack of moral training in American schools and its relationship to 
crime. But a decade ago Clinard (1959, p- 188) made this state- 
ment: “It is a curious commentary on our modern world, which em- 
phasizes education, that the school is a large contributing factor in 
juvenile delinquency.” More recently, the challenging question was 
raised as to why, in the minds of so many, should the schools, which 
along with mass media should be a force of good, help to breed evil 
as well as good (Robison, 1960). 

It is not a simple matter to pinpoint those factors within the realm 
of the school which help to cause juvenile delinquency. Although 
their actions often belie it, educators are generally cognizant of the 
fact that the elements which contribute to any one case of delin- 
quency are numerous and varied, As the schools, in periodical re- 
visions of the curriculums, began to focus attention on the individual, 


to the problem. In many instances, according to Sullinger (1929, 
p. 23), “the determiners of delinquency in the schools are acts of 


Smith ( 1958) lists twenty-seven conditions which he believes are 
among those factors which bring about conditions contributing to 
delinquency either directly or indirectly, A great many of these are 
conditions which well-informed educators have been militating 
against for years. These include (1) lack of trained teachers, (2) 
poor schoo] facilities, (3) lack of consideration for individual needs, 
(4) pupil discrimination, (5) lack of concern for leisure time pur- 
suits, (6) inadequate counseling and guidance services, and (7) lack 
of needed specialized personnel. 

There is no agreement as to how significant these factors are. The 
jurist, the sociologist, the psychologist, and the psychiatrist have 
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represent might agree that the aforementioned are contributing 
factors, they probably place different values on each. This is quite 
understandable when it is recognized that those in the various dis- 
ciplines differ in their opinions as to causal factors. The jurist is 
concerned with the ability of the individual to know right from 
wrong and to appreciate the nature and quality of his act, while the 
sociologist puts the greatest weight upon social disorganization and 
conditions of socioeconomic deprivation. The psychologist and psy- 
chiatrist tend to consider delinquency a problem of disordered per- 
sonality development arising from unfortunate relations between the 
child and significant persons in his psychological field rather than to 
consider a manifestation of disturbance in grosser patterns of social 
organization (Ausubel, 1954). Appreciating the existence of these 
divergent beliefs, the educator may find it difficult to decide for him- 
self which are the most important factors. Rather than to pretend 
to be able to do so, he may take a positive approach and attempt 
to ameliorate all which might tend to cause problems. Document 
Number 2 of the NEA 1959 study (Kvaraceus and Ulrich) can serve 
as a very helpful stimulant for those who recognize the need for 
improving conditions which might possibly contribute to the prob- 
lem of delinquency. 
There are a number of signals which can serve to warn the school 
that a child may become a juvenile delinquent. Not all those who 
evidence such behavior will become delinquent; some who commit 
delinquent acts will, without special assistance, grow up to be good 
law-abiding citizens. And yet schools should be alert to such signals 
and afford whatever services are within their power to counteract 
the seemingly inevitable happenstance which results for many. The 
importance of these early signs may be appreciated when one reads 
such statements as that of the superintendent of schools who sug- 
gested that the public schools had a record on the guilty youth which 
could have predicted the crime for practically every major crime 
case in his locale (Fine, 1959). These signs generally include school 
absenteeism, academic failure, and/or behavioral problems. 


ABSENTEEISM 


mands that children attend school daily. 
e are a number of children who are 
absent from school each day. On any given day in New York City 
in 1948, from 80,000 to 90,000 children were absent from the public 
schools (Lash and Kahn, 1949). Today similar figures, but on a 


Compulsory education de 
Yet for various reasons ther 
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lesser scale, are found in many other school communities across the 
nation. The absences are often for legitimate reasons, such as cases 
of measles, heavy snow blocking transportation, or death in the 
family, but in some instances the children are truants who are absent 
with no “acceptable” excuse. There are also those whose absence 
may be considered legitimate and yet who should be investigated, 
for the very legitimate reason which excuses them may indicate that 
they need special attention. 


Truancy 


of itself is generally classified as delinquency, 

Definitions of truancy are not uniform, and communities often in- 
terpret regulations to suit local situations, In 1930 New York City 
defined truancy as absence for three consecutive days without a sat- 
isfactory explanation, The only change made by 1947 was to raise 


for more than three days or tardy more than three days” (Neumeyer, 
1961, p. 233). A child reported as truant three or more times is re- 
garded as a habitual truant. In a discussion of truancy by a class of 
graduate students in education, a number expressed the opinion that 


that only about one-third of 20,000 of the absences were wilful tru- 
ancy. More recently it has been reported that nearly 80 per cent of 
the cases of absenteeism are due to legitimate reasons (Culbertsen, 
1960). 

Although the educator's chief concern for school truancy may 
stem from a sincere wish to have children benefit from a good edu- 
cational program, the concern of some appears to be due to the fear of 
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losing some state financial aid. In New York City the decrease in at- 
tendance of only one per cent in 1948 meant the loss of almost $750,- 
000. Today’s figures are, of course, moumental. Those interested in 
the financial side of the problem will be concerned chiefly with the 
legal aspects of school attendance. One writer (Culbertsen, 1960) 
reports that, in about 1915, schools were for the first time beginning 
to be aware of the nonlegal aspects of truancy. It was the beginning 
of the idea of doing something for rather than to the absentees. 
Studies dealing with general student populations have uncovered 
the fact that illness is the most frequent cause of absence, while, 
among the nonmedical reasons, work is the most frequent cause 
(especially in rural areas), with travel running second (Culbertsen, 
1960). 

In the 1920’s students of delinquency and crime became interested 
in truancy. There has been a considerable number of studies of tru- 
ancy since, but very few have considered causal factors (Neumeyer, 
1956). Nor have there been any studies which give evidence of the 
causal relationship between truancy and subsequent other types of 


delinquency (Robison, 1960). 

For the average child, school is (as Hurlock [1955] says of the 
average adolescent) a pleasant, or at least a tolerable, experience, 
and yet each school year brings children problems of adjustment, of 
learning, and of give-and-take with others (Goldberg, 1948). These 
are normal in the process of growing up. But for a few, school is 
neither a pleasant place nor does it afford a tolerable experience. 
Some youths resolve this problem through truancy (National Con- 


gress of Parents and Teachers, 1957). Truancy may be related to 
uited curriculum, or 


n the tru- 


ey often have t 
lity of the child. 

Studies of truants show that, as a group; they have more personal 
and family problems than do other children. Neumeyer an re- 
ports two studies that help bear this out. Abrahamsen (196 ) sug 
gests that, with 60 per cent of all offenders starting their crimina 
careers as truants, it is essential that truancy be investigated as to 
its start, its frequency, and its relation to the offender's home a 
school atmosphere, to the possible influence of his companions, an 
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to his parents’ reactions. Some schools attempt to do this, but Cavan 
(1955) believes that the occasional truant is tracked and punished 
for his actions with no attempt to understand why he does not want 
to go to school. The occasional as well as the habitual truant may 
need special attention. If a child has problems related only to the 
school, would he become a truant? One study concludes that most 
children will go to school when they are well and when their parents 
want them to go and cooperate in assuring attendance. 


Chronic Absenteeism 


Smith (1958) believes that chronic absenteeism is more of a prob- 
lem than truancy. He labels as “chronic absenteeism” those cases 
which are not wilful truancy. He reports that the factors which are 
responsible for this type of absence are (1) periodic or seasonal mi- 
gration of many families; (2) child labor; (3) failure to enforce 
school attendance laws among some families in urban slum areas; 
(4) failure to enforce attendance laws in backward and isolated 
places; (5) nonenforcement of attendance laws among Negroes, es- 
pecially in parts of the rural South; and (6) the need for the child’s 
help at home because of a combination of parental illness, unem- 
ployment, and extreme poverty. Such absences prevent these chil- 
dren from acquiring the education which would permit them to 
obtain adult employment other than unskilled and menial types of 
jobs. With such limited choice of occupations, Smith (1958) sug- 
gests it is easy for these individuals to follow the line of least re- 
sistance and to drift into a career of delinquency and crime. 


Drop-outs 


Not classified as delinquency but often evidence that the school 
is failing to meet its avowed objectives is the problem of drop-outs. 
A study of 31,000 Michigan high school students reveals that fully 
one-third of those who enter school fai] to finish (Smith, 1958). This 


permit. As Conant (1961) Suggests, youth who have dropped out 
of school and never have had a full-time job are not likely to become 
constructive citizens. They are more apt to be frustrated individuals 
who become antisocial and rebellious, and as a result may well be- 
come juvenile delinquents. This is indeed cause for concern when 
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it is appreciated that in June 1961 the unemployment rate in the 
United States was 7 per cent for all age brackets, while unemploy- 
ment among youth under twenty-one years of age was about 17 per 
cent (Conant, 1961). 


School Phobia 


In some cases school phobia may appear to be truancy. A closer 
study of the facts reveals that this behavior would be better classi- 
fied under “emotional problems.” Unlike truants, these children 
generally remain at home, and, as Talbot (1957) suggests, those 
who do arrive at school frequently flee, dashing straight home to 


mother. 
n anxiety about going to school. Actually 


School phobia refers to a 
this concern is an assumed cloak which hides the real source of 


anxiety (Levison, 1962). The anxiety generally has to do with a 
concern for being separated from the home. Invariably the child so 
disposed evidences psychosomatic symptoms. Typical is the child 
who vomits his breakfast and uses this device to remain at home 


(Robison, 1960). 
As the school has increa 


the number of cases of phobia has 
(1962) reports that, in a survey of 4,000 clinical admissions over a 


period of eight years, the incidence of school phobia has risen from 
three cases per 1,000 to seventeen cases per 1,000. No longer can 
we treat these children as truants, but rather we must recognize that 
they are children who frequently need special attention, often from 


sources outside of the school. 


sed its concern for the why of absenteeism 
appeared to increase. Eisenberg 


School Failure 


The first recognizable symptom of delinquency noted in many 
youths has been school failure. Actually academic failure is a peren- 
d the schools since their conception. 


nial problem which has plague 

For years schools have been trying to cope with this problem, and a 
number of studies to determine causal factors have been conducted. 
Although many children who are academically retarded are not de- 
linquent, there is considerable evidence that delinquents are gener- 
ally academically retarded (Roman, 1957; Glueck & Glueck, 1950; 


Louttit, 1957 ). 
Kvaraceus (1945) reports that about all the delinquents served by 
the Passaic Children’s Bureau receive failing or just passing grades. 


312 JUVENILE DELINQUENCY 


As academic achievement is directly related to one’s reading ability, 
it is interesting to discover that one study revealed 84 per cent of the 
cases at the treatment center of a New York children’s court had 
reading disabilities. The investigator defines a reading disability as 
“reading retardation in excess of two years below what might be ex- 
pected of a child’s intellectual capacity as indicated by psychological 
tests” (Roman, 1957, p. 5). This writer reports another study of the 
incidence of reading disability. The findings reveal an incidence of 
10 per cent in a school sample but of 83 per cent in a sample of pre- 
delinquent and delinquent children. 

The relationship between delinquency and school failure is not 
understood too well. Causes of academic failure are varied, and no 
One cause can account for any individual case. Causes enumerated 
by educators include low intelligence, poor health, irregularity of 
attendance, cultural and economic deprivation, poor attitudes to- 
ward education by home and/or community, and poor quality of 
instruction. In discussing the subjects in their study the Gluecks 
(1959) have suggested some of the possible reasons why the delin- 
quents are more educationally retarded than the nondelinquents. 
They include the greater moving of the delinquents from one place 
to another with their families, their placement in foster homes after 
disruption of the parental home, and commitments to correctional 
institutions. But as these experimenters attest, these were not the 
only possible reasons. Although it is not clear as to what specific 
causes we can attribute to academic failure, Roman’s observation is 
interesting. He says that “in retracing the development of an in- 
dividual’s delinquent behavior, it is not unusual to find the triad: 
reading retardation-truancy-delinquency” (Roman, 1957, p. 4). 
This, he adds, is not to suggest that failure in reading is the basic 
causal factor of delinquency in such cases. 


BEHAVIORAL PROBLEMS 


Although not all children who misbehave in school become delin- 
quent, a review of case studies reveals that a great many delinquents 
were behavioral problems in school beginning at an early age ( Hur- 
lock, 1958). Delinquency in youth is evidenced generally in early 
adolescence, but Ausubel (1957) says that two-thirds of adolescent 
delinquents begin their delinquent behavior in preadolescence. In 
the Gluecks’ (1950) study almost one-third of the delinquents, com- 
pared to one-twelfth of the nondelinquents, misbehaved before the 
age of 8. Eighty-six of the nondelinquents compared to 478 of the 
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500 delinquents persistently or seriously misconducted themselves at 
school. In the Passaic study it is reported that more than half of the 
children referred to the Children’s Bureau came from the 6-to-10 
year level (Kvaraceus, 1945). 

J. Edgar Hoover (1960) believes that the school stands as the sym- 
bol of law and order for many boys and girls. But to some the school 
is an intolerable place where they have encountered many unpleas- 
ant tasks and unsympathetic adults. There are studies which report 
that a great number of delinquents have expressed their decided 
distaste for school and its offerings. With such attitudes, misbe- 
havior and other difficulties are bound to develop. Young (1952) 
states that uncongenial schools and educational tasks that are 
distasteful have resulted in emotional scars and waste of human 
talent. 

Misbehavior of school children is a universal problem—a problem 
which has existed since early times. American history reveals this 
when it tells us of the colonial schoolmaster and his rule by the rod. 
Although ideas of discipline have changed since those early days, 
modern professional books in the field of education reveal that 
discipline is still a major problem. Class control is a challenge to the 


experienced teacher as well as to the novice. According to Cutts and 
Moseley (1957) almost every teacher has one child or more in his 
The secondary school teach- 


class whom he finds difficult to control. dary sc 
ers in this study were practically unanimous in their opinion that the 


problem is greater today than it ever was. i 
School misdemeanors can be attributed to a great many youth 


who are not delinquent or predelinquent. The behavior of the on 
quent or predelinquent is generally similar to that of ee you A 
except that it is of a more serious and persistent nature (Hurlock, 
1958). For example, Hurlock (1958) believes that most u: 
engage in minor pilfering or occasional truancy, but she states a 
the juvenile delinquent steals consistently or spends more time away 
from school than in school. But it must be appreciated also that 
some children who could be labeled delinquents are not reported 
to public agencies as such because of reasons of dame at 
religious, or ethnic background, economic status, or availa mpa 
special resources ( Kahn, 1953). Short and Nye (1958) sp eg 
only a portion of delinquent behavior is followed by ui i pi 

viction. Their study included comparisons of unrecor ed de ae 
quency with recorded delinquency. One of their findings sugges : 

that the noninstitutionalized students experienced arrests in a far 
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smaller proportion of offenses which they reported they committed 
than did the training school students. 

Why do delinquents (or predelinquents) misbehave in school? 
Young (1952) suggests that many of the so-called problem children 
were probably problems before they entered school. And yet misbe- 
havior in school can result from curriculums which do not fit the 
interest or the needs of children or it can result from an unwhole- 
some classroom climate. Schools which attempt to have every child 
fit a single prescribed curriculum foster behavioral problems. They 
also force many to drop out of school who, because of lack of em- 
ployment and other possible contributing factors, eventually may 
become juvenile delinquents. Programs which fail to challenge chil- 
dren and provide for the slow learner, and which make special pro- 
visions for the handicapped, breed malcontent. In addition, some 
teachers with adjustment problems of their own can do much to 
create problems among the children, Neumeyer (1961, p. 381) puts 
it quite forcefully when he states that “social deviation may be the 
result of a situation in which the atmosphere in the classroom is 
austere and antagonistic, the children’s interests and abilities are not 
fully recognized, teachers do not understand the needs and person- 
ality weakness of their pupils, inadequate testing devices are used 
to ascertain the accomplishments and deficiencies of pupils, counsel- 
ing and adjustment techniques are applied too late or not at all, and 
the school experience as a whole is not satisfactory.” 

Behavioral problems can be created by teachers without adequate 
training or experience. Most teachers come from middle class homes 
(Warner et al., 1954; Rich, 1963; Robison, 1960), and in addition 
most have the type of training which equips them to teach in sub- 
urbia but not in the slums or the fringe areas. With such a back- 
ground are these teachers able to understand that children in slum 
areas are apt to look upon a “policy king” or other person who has 
achieved success through illegitimate means as their hero (Cloward 
& Ohlin, 1962)? Or can they appreciate that lower class children are 
often hurt by the contrast that they see between their homes and 
those portrayed in their every-day school books (Kaplan, 1959)? 
And can they appreciate the significance of the theories of subcul- 
tures in the lower class milieu as discussed by Cohen (1962), Miller 
(1958), and others? Or can they understand why these children are 
more prone to settle disagreement by violence or to use speech which 
is considered offensive at school? Kaplan (1959) suggests that few 
teachers are able to project themselves into the lives of lower class 
children. He suggests that they lack insight into the ways of these 
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children, and as a result they are not equipped to handle many of 
the problems of the classroom. He reports that teachers have been 
found to favor upper class status children and to handle lower class 
children with more directness and less regard for their feelings or 
their educational welfare. The significance of this statement can be 
appreciated when one reads that 85 per cent of the delinquent youth 
population comes from the lower class (Kvaraceus and Miller, 
1959). This same NEA research project report emphasizes the prob- 
lem of middle class teachers working with lower class children. This 
report provides guidelines to help teachers in working with children 
and suggests that these contain many implications for teacher train- 
ing. Special courses, practicum, and in-service programs must be 
considered for the student preparing to teach and for the teacher 
already employed. 

School behavioral problems are sometimes symptomatic of emo- 
tional problems. Many children revealing these symptoms will not 
be delinquent because their behavior seldom violates legal or social 
norms. According to Miller (Kvaraceus and Miller, 1959), juvenile 


delinquents who demonstrate emotional disturbances make up but 


25 per cent of the delinquent population. The remaining 75 per cent 
have little or no emotional disturbances. In a study of 1110 male 
juvenile delinquent probationers, 730 were classified as relatively 
integrated delinquents (the type which in all probability will become 
a mature independent adult). An approximate 25 per cent (245) 
had relatively weak ego control and were generally viewed as highly 
insecure persons with low esteem oF as highly aggressive and hostile 
persons. The remaining 135 consisted of those with morally defec- 
tive superego controls not having internalized the social controls of 
the middle class and who experience little sense of guilt for their 
delinquent acts (Reiss, 1952). However, Abrahamsen (1960) be- 
lieves that, while most delinquents do not suffer from well-defined 
psychiatric or neurological conditions, many are neurotic and all.are 


emotionally undeveloped. 


PREVENTION AND CoNTROL 


be considerable agreement that the school can 


control juvenile delinquency. Educators, espe- 


hers, are the logical ones to observe deviant be- 


havior (Massachusetts Child Council, 1940). They see almost all 
children and have the opportunity to observe the type of behavior 
which is frequently indicative of predelinquency. This includes tru- 


There appears to 
help to prevent and 
cially classroom teac 
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ancy, school failure, and behavioral problems. This information, 
coupled with an understanding of home and community problems, 
can help to locate children who are delinquent-prone. It can also 
help educators to recognize some of the school situations which 
fester the delinquency cancer. In the latter categories, the school 
can play a major role in prevention, but often the school’s responsi- 
bility is to supply information to another agency, better equipped to 
handle particular problems. 

In order to play a positive role in the prevention and control of 
delinquency, the school must have personnel with an understanding 
of the problem, curriculums which meet the educational needs of all 
children, special services for those who need special attention, and a 
working relationship with other child-serving agencies. It must be 
recognized that schools so prepared will not only help to prevent 
many cases of juvenile delinquency but also will help to improve the 
lot of a great many nondelinquents. 


SCHOOL Starr 


the knowledge which permits them to help discover why children are 
truant, why they fail in school, and why they become serious be- 


opment of effective behavior, 

Schools should certainly consider the academic training of the 
teacher, but equally important is her mental health. There are 
teachers who have the professional training which would help them 
to recognize and understand the predelinquent but who are not emo- 
tionally equipped to work with them. Kaplan (1959) reports studies 
which reveal the problems of teachers whose influences are devas- 
tating to children’s emotional health. The emotional climate of the 


classroom of these teachers could help to foster rather than prevent 
behavioral problems. 


DELINQUENCY AND THE EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM 317 


Many communities attempt to select teachers without giving due 
consideration to mental health. Teacher shortages play a role, but 
another aspect of the problem is the lack of good screening tech- 
niques and counseling services in many teacher training institutions. 
Generally, in order to take the teacher preparatory curriculum, a stu- 
dent must be of college level intellectually, be free of severe physical 
defects which might affect his teaching, and obtain passing grades, 
but no consideration is given to mental health problems. There are 
school systems and colleges which do consider the problem of mental 
health, and some provide counseling services for those who need it 
(Abrahamsen, 1960). However, more colleges and more school 
administrators should be aware of the need for considering the 
mental health of teachers. If colleges and schools hiring their 
products could work together more closely, better teachers would 
be available. 

Mental health is not something which one has or does not have. 
Mental hygienists suggest it is difficult to define, but Cutts and 
Moseley (1957, p. 154) state that mental health is “the ability to 
adjust satisfactorily to the various strains of life.” Any individual's 
ability to adjust is affected by many circumstances and situations in- 
cluding those on the job. These will not affect all the same way. 
School administrators must be aware of conditions which help to 
create problems for teachers as well as for pupils. These include 
heavy teaching loads, crowded classrooms, lack of special services for 
children who need them, poor physical facilities, lack of supplies 
and equipment, and inadequate supervision. 

All schools are concerned to some degree with the problem of pre- 
venting juvenile delinquency; therefore, all teachers will be con- 
fronted with the task of aiding in prevention and control. Some 
teachers, especially in areas where conditions and circumstances seem 
to help foster delinquency, will be charged with a greater responsi- 
bility. While it is not yet possible to redict all delinquency with 
sufficient accuracy, they must be well aware of behavior which ap- 
pears to be very strongly indicative of predelinquency. They should 
be very concerned with the “whys” of behavior. Which students will 
hold teaching positions in such areas is not generally known during 
their initial training period. Therefore, it is essential that teacher 
training programs include for all teachers some consideration of the 
problems of children who deviate from the “average.” As noted ear- 
lier, some schools and colleges of education allot time to problems of 
delinquency in courses in psychology, sociology, and/or education, 
but the amount of time so allotted is unfortunately not enough. 
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Moreover, most education students pursuing such courses being 
more concerned with “average” children may tend to disregard ex- 
ceptional children (including juvenile delinquents). 

As Eliot (1960) suggests, a program of prevention will not be suffi- 
cient in itself. Consideration must be given to the child already well 
into the throes of delinquency. In areas where there are a number of 
such children, teachers should be selected with care. At present too 
many ill-equipped teachers have been assigned to “difficult” schools. 
Sometimes such assignments have been made as administrative pun- 
ishment, with good teachers being rewarded by placement in schools 
with few behavioral problems. Teachers with qualities suggested by 
Mackie, Kvaraceus, and Williams (1957) should be offered time and 
financial assistance to prepare themselves to teach in “difficult” 
schools. 

The teachers of these classes need a different kind of training. 
They must be able to work in or near slums and to work with chil- 
dren, many of whom are not only poor but without roots, The turn- 
over in some “slum schools” is 100 per cent in one year (Hechinger, 
1962). One attempt to prepare teachers for such a setting was made 
in New York City. The City University was asked to staff one of the 
most difficult junior high schools. Students were asked to volunteeer 
to become student teachers, with the expectation that they would be 
placed as regular teachers after passing the regular examinations. 
The university promised to provide them help even after graduation. 
This proved so successful that other schools were included in the 
plan (Hechinger, 1962). 

Although, as Long and Newman (1961) suggest, the challenge of 
teaching how to transfer educational beliefs and methods into an 
educational program is primarily the task of teacher training institu- 
tions, in-service training programs do help and school administrators 
use this approach quite frequently. This approach can be used to 
help teachers to understand better the problems of juvenile delin- 
quency. Another way in which administrators can help teachers to 
increase their knowledge in this area is by making certain that the 
school’s professional library contains pertinent and recent literature 
of value. Both of these approaches can be of value to the school 
administrators themselves, for they should certainly have a good 
understanding of the problem. 

It is not a simple task to compile a reading list that will help 
teachers understand juvenile delinquency from the point of view of 
the schools. This is not due to a dearth of literature in the area of 
juvenile delinquency, for actually there are many excellent books 
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and other publications devoted to this problem. Although many do 
include the school as a concern, a great many generalities are made 
where the school’s role is considered. This leaves unanswered a 
number of questions which haunt the educator. As a result, he must 
read the broad works of the psychologist, the psychiatrist, the soci- 
ologist, and the criminologist and must distill the information in 
order to get some answers to his questions. He wants to know the 
effect of a child’s socioeconomic status on adjustment and learning. 
He would like to know whether the youth in his school today are 
like the youth of the Elmtowns and the Midtowns. He wants to 
learn the effect of forcing middle class standards on children of lower 
levels. He would like to understand the effect that family structure, 
social mobility, and other factors have on a child as a student. He 
would like to learn the role that self-concept, vocational aspirations, 
and vocational opportunities play in deciding how successful a child 
will be. Some of the knowledges he has regarding these problems he 
gets from his formal professional training and experience, but a great 
deal must come from his individual reading and professional meet- 


ings. 
CURRICULUM ADJUSTMENT 


“Don’t attempt to adjust the child to the curriculum, but rather 
adjust the curriculum to the child.” This statement, in many areas, 
has degenerated into a cliché. But schools not adhering to this prin- 
ciple fail to provide a practical curriculum for those whose intellec- 
tual status does not permit them to benefit from the usual school 
program. There are educators who still feel that the same curriculum 
can fit all children. Their idea of curriculum adjustment is to offer 
the same course content at a slower pace. This, perhaps, accounts 
for attempts to compare certain academic-skill levels of retarded 
children in the regular grades with those of retarded children in 
special classes. The curriculum for those children should reflect their 
needs and not be merely a “watered down” version of one suited to 
the needs of children of average ability. Special educators do at- 
tempt to plan programs with adjusted curriculums. However, one 
recent report raises the question as to how well these programs are 
meeting their avowed purposes (Johnson, 1962). 

Mentally retarded children or slow learners who are forced to 
spend hours attempting to achieve beyond their capacity are quite 
likely to seek an escape; this can result in juvenile delinquency. One 
method of providing for the mentally retarded so that they may have 
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a curriculum more commensurate with their need and abilities is to 
establish special classes. 

Although we do not really know what the needs of the mentally 
retarded are in terms of a method or a curriculum (Quay, 1963), we 
do have the help and the guidance of a number of people who have 
had considerable experience in teaching these children (Kirk and 
Johnson, 1951; Ingram, 1962; Garton, 1961). Their publications 
have helped many special class teachers plan programs which, 
although it may be difficult to demonstrate through controlled 
research, appear to have met the needs of a number of retarded 
children. However, special classes are no panacea. To benefit from 
such a program, it is advocated that the retarded be placed in spe- 
cial classes as early as discovery will permit. Equally important, 
those classes must be special in more than name only. Also it is 
essential that special class teachers have the professional background 
as well as those personal attributes necessary for successful work 
with retarded children. 

Slow learners also need an adjusted curriculum. In the elementary 
grades, this can be accomplished through grouping within the 
classes. As these children move into secondary school they must be 
provided with a curriculum that is of interest and value to them. 
When they are confronted with a program too challenging or too 
dull, or when they fail to appreciate the values of the prescribed 
work, there is likely to be revolt and truancy. As one school does, 
stress could be placed on practical courses in home management or 
in shopwork of a general nature where there will be some transition 
to the semiskilled and unskilled type of employment. For those 
individuals who are more capable, courses in barbering, hairdressing, 
auto mechanics, and so on are being offered (Indianapolis Public 
School, 1957). If the dignity of labor is stressed from the early 
school years, these students might appreciate the importance of the 
various jobs within their capacities. Coupled with the above pro- 
gram, opportunities for part-time employment can be provided. 
Pupils can be employed during or after school hours. The cooperat- 
ing employers can report areas in which the pupil requires additional 
training. The school program could then be geared to help pupils 
overcome their reported deficiencies, Havighurst (1960) suggests 
that, unless the slow leamer is given a simplified academic program 
with some out-of-school experience, school administrators and school 
boards had better plan to move in the direction of modifying child 
labor laws. He suggests that, as school is now conducted, a consider- 
able number of social misfits would be better off out of school than 
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in school. Conant’s (1961) work has also emphasized the need for 
providing a curriculum which fits the needs of this 20 per cent of the 
school-age population. 

Although some studies indicate that the mean intelligence for 
adjudicated delinquents is slightly below that for the average popu- 
lation, the difference is not large, and as many of these youth are 
average or above in intelligence as measured by standardized tests 
as are nondelinquents. (See Chapter 4.) In addition, there are a 
number of unadjudicated delinquents (those who were handled by 
agencies other than the courts and those who were not appre- 
hended) who are in the average or above average class. As indicated 
earlier, a large number of delinquents are educationally retarded. 
These children, whether or not they are mentally retarded or slow 
learners, need special consideration. Special consideration should be 
given to all educational retardates in an effort to provide them the 
education to which they are entitled. 

To what extent educational retardation can cause delinquency 
(including truancy ) is not readily understood. However, Behrmann 
(1963) reports that 85 per cent of 1500 children referred to the St. 
Louis Diocesean reading clinic for reading disabilites had developed 
emotional disturbances only after they had failed to learn to read. 
These disturbances he suggests may become so aggravated that they 
blossom into truancy and delinquency. 

To determine if the school years could be made a profitable rather 
than a defeating experience for the delinquents, a special program 
was developed in one small Midwestern city. Early findings report 
that at the junior high school level the interests, attitudes, and ag- 
gressive behavior were more favorably influenced than academic 
achievement or personality patterns (Bowman, 1959). Although not 
evaluated on experimental bases, there are a number of special pro- 
grams which seem to be beneficial to children with special learning 
problems (Kvaraceus and Ulrich, 1959). 


SPECIAL SERVICES 


With the ever-growing complexity of our modern society, schools 
have learned that regular classroom teachers and administrators 
cannot do all the work necessary to help insure a successful school 
experience for all children. They recognize that there is a need for 
specialists, such as visiting teachers, guidance workers, school psy- 
chologists, itinerant teachers, and special class teachers. A decade 
ago, Young (1959) suggested that the services available in any given 
I 
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school vary widely from a sporadic attention by an individual 
teacher to a complex and well-integrated system of social services 
and clinical psychotherapy. Although more and more communities 
have expanded and improved their services, this is still true today. 
Also many with seemingly well-integrated programs could improve 
greatly. Even the country’s largest school system has seen the need 
to improve its services during the past several years (Kahn, 1963). 

Large cities have need for very extensive special services. Also, it 
is expected that these communities can afford to expend the monies 
necessary to employ the special personnel needed for these services. 
But neither the extent of the services nor the monies expended by 
themselves determine the quality of services. Kahn (1963) discusses 
the special services provided by New York City. He suggests some 
of the problems involved in providing these special services, empha- 
sizing the fact that creativity, large-scale investment, and dedication 
is not enough. He believes that roles must be defined, services inte- 
grated, and the total pattern coordinated. The value of coordinating 
all services for youth in New York City is stressed by the report of 
the Juvenile Delinquency Evaluation Project (Maclver, 1961). The 
NEA (1959) recommends that all schools join other community 
agencies in a coordinated effort to assist all children who need help. 

Many special services are for the purpose of providing better serv- 
ice to all children, not merely to the relatively small per cent who 
are delinquent, predelinquent, or emotionally disturbed. Guidance 
workers, many special class teachers, itinerant teachers, and some 
therapists in particular serve a great many who are not severe or 
potentially severe behavior problems. However, some of these serv- 
ices may work chiefly with the behavior deviates, 


Visiting Teachers 


One special service aimed at prevention and treatment of be- 
havior disorders is the visiting teacher program, Visiting teachers 
are individuals trained to assist regular classroom teachers to better 
understand children with problems which are interfering or may 
interfere with their learning and to assist the childen who are experi- 
encing difficulties, They work cooperatively with other members of 
the school team. Some school systems classify a person with such 
duties as school social workers. The Michigan County Directors of 
Special Education suggest that visiting teachers are concerned with 
pupils having difficulty in personal and social adjustment in school 
and/or home and community. They state that “it is the purpose of 
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the Visiting Teacher program to help pupils understand themselves 
and aid them in their environment as well as to assist parents and 
teachers to understand and help the children” (Michigan County 
Directors of Special Education, 1960). 

This type of personnel is generally found in the larger school com- 
munity. With the type of training which is expected of them in some 
communities, these workers are a natural link between the school 
and other agencies. The Michigan County Special Education Ad- 
ministrative Manual (1960) indicates that the training of visiting 
teachers includes skills and content areas work in dynamics of be- 
havior and some medical, psychiatric, and psychological information. 
As well-trained professional people, they should function as a mem- 
ber of the school team. It is essential that they recognize their role 
as such and equally as important that they be accepted by teachers 
and school administrators as a vital link in a school program aimed 


at serving all children. 


Special Classes 


Special classes are provided for many types of exceptional chil- 
dren. Most common are those for the mentally retarded and the 
physically handicapped. There are also communities which provide 
special classes for the gifted, the deaf, the blind, the partially 
sighted, and/or the emotionally disturbed. During the past decade 
there has been a rapid growth in the number of special classes. This 
growth has been far more řapid than America’s population explosion 
would have predicted (Mackie and Robbins, 1961). Despite this 
decided increase, educators believe far too few exceptional children 
who might benefit from special class placement are in the special 
classes. As indicated earlier, special classes are no panacea. The 
mere setting up of such classes solves little except perhaps to provide 
relief for the regular classroom. To be beneficial, the class should 
include (1) the children who can benefit from and who need such 
placement, (2) a teacher equipped emotionally and professionally, 
(3) a program flexible enough to provide for the interest and needs 
of all in attendance, and (4) adequate equipment and supplies. It 
should have also the understanding, help, and guidance of the 
school’s administration and teaching personnel as well as of the com- 
munity at large. Helpful guides are available which suggest the 
qualifications of teachers of exceptional children as well as the stand- 
ards which the various states have set up for licenses in the field 
(Mackie, Kvaraceus, and Williams, 1957). 
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Emotionally disturbed children have been for many years the most 
neglected group among those generally classified as “exceptional.” 
Because of the great number of such children, educators should be 
aware of the immensity of this problem. In a study of two and three- 
quarter million public and private school children, Abrahamsen 
(1960) found ten per cent of the public school population emotion- 
ally disturbed. In the past, the common solution to the problem of 
severely disturbed children in many public schools was to exclude 
all those who were disrupting the class. In other schools these chil- 
dren were either tolerated in the regular classrooms or, in cases 
when they were severely educationally retarded and had received 
low scores on intelligence tests, relegated to special classes for men- 
tally retarded children. Those who were placed in special classes or 
schools for the disturbed often could not be afforded all the special 
services they needed. One reason for not supplying these services 
was the lack of trained personnel. One study suggests that ideally 
there should be available one psychiatrist for every 8,000 children— 
there is now one for every 50,000; one psychologist for 2,000 children 
—there is now one for every 10,964; and one psychiatric social 
worker for every 3,000 children—there is now one for every 38,461 
(Abrahamsen, 1960). 

Special classes and schools have been established for truants, de- 
linquents, and those whose behavior might designate them as pre- 
delinquents. Chicago, Detroit, New York, and other cities have for 
some time provided such special services, Kirk (1962) gives a good 
description of some of these programs. In establishing such classes 
Kirk suggests that some of the factors considered are (1) size of class 
(ten to fifteen for predelinquents), (2) curriculum adjustment, (3) 
special teachers willing and able to work with this type of children, 
and (4) needs and interests of the children, 

Such factors were considered in a program in Gary, Indiana, 
where 100 such youth were provided with a special school setting. 
No more than fifteen were enrolled in a class, Attendance was not 
compulsory, and sessions were for a half day. Although reading and 
writing were taught, other types of activities were also emphasized. 
Casework counseling was provided for the parents. After two years, 
truancy was no problem and the majority of parents commented on 
the improved behavior of their children (Robison, 1960). 

Among the best known classes for these children are New York 
City’s “600” schools (cf. Chapter 7). Since 1940 New York has pro- 
vided for boys under 12 who have had contact with the courts. In 
1949 the “600” schools were established for disturbed, disruptive, 
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and delinquent children (Smith, 1959). These classes were to pro- 
vide the special services which the children needed. One of their 
assets is the fact that they do relieve the regular classroom teachers 
of the responsibility of their severest behavior problems. It is also 
beneficial to the children of the regular class, for no longer do they 
have to contend with the disturbances which most likely have been 
a disrupting influence affecting their learning. Abrahamsen (1960) 
recognized these factors as assets, and he reports the benefits as more 
one of isolation than of correction. He states that between 10 and 
15 per cent of the children sent to these schools are so disturbed that 
they need a type of treatment and setting not afforded at the schools, 
owing to the lack of qualified personnel and facilities. He also criti- 
cizes the method of selecting the children for placement in these 
schools. He believes the Bureau of Child Guidance rather than the 
principals should select the children who are to be assigned to these 
classes. Whether or not this is the practice, the initial recommenda- 
tion for study generally emanates from the school through the prin- 
cipal, who should be familiar with all aspects of the problem. The 
writer believes that the principal should have the professional train- 
ing which will permit him to assist in the decision as to which chil- 
dren can benefit by a special program. This means, of course, that 
he will be one voice in the coordinated effort of the various disci- 
plines who can help to select those who can benefit from the special 
school program. ; 

After new outbreaks of juvenile delinquency in 1957, New York 
City established its “700” schools. These were to serve pupils who 
manifested consistent and even more serious problems in school, in- 
cluding those who have been convicted in court but returned be- 
cause of lack of room in appropriate institutions and those who have 
been charged with violence and insubordination (Abrahamsen, 
1960), Abrahamsen believes that the same criticisms of these classes 
can be made as he made of the “600” schools. 

Chicago’s Montefiore and Mosley schools are as well known for 
their work as are the “600” schools. These serve boys, but each has 
a branch for girls. The children come from school districts through- 
out the city. In addition to the regular school offerings, special 
courses and services are provided, including remedial education, 
speech correction, i d social services. “These 


and psychiatric an 
schools serve an intermediate function between the regular school 
and the residential school for those requirin 


g twenty-four hour man- 
agement” (Kirk, 1962, p. 358). Again, one very real function which 
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these schools serve is the “relief factor,” removing the “problems” 
from the regular schools. 

Most programs of this type are found in the larger communities. 
Actually, only a very small fraction of the norm-violating cases can- 
not be helped within the limits of the regular classroom. Thus the 
number of cases which need this type of special service is so low that 
the establishment of a special class in a smaller community may be 
difficult or uneconomical (Kvaraceus and Ulrich, 1959) 


Guidance Workers 


The role that guidance workers play in combating juvenile delin- 
quency depends upon their professional training and experience. 
The backgrounds of those classified as school guidance counselors 
vary considerably. One source states that their basic professional 
preparation is in the field of education but that they will have ac- 
quired certain techniques of professions related to education, such 


The guidance worker’s personal philosophy and the breadth of the 
task as he sees it will also affect his role in helping control and pre- 
vent juvenile delinquency. A review of basic texts in guidance raises 
the question as to whether or not guidance workers feel that this is 
one of their responsibilities, However, Williams (1959, p. 238) in 
discussing counseling and discipline states the belief that, in addition 
to acting as consultants in explaining deeper motivations underlying 
misbehavior, they should, through counseling, be involved in the 
active rehabilitation of misbehaving offenders, aid in the prevention 
of misbehavior, and aid students “to accept that external authority 


which influences inner development and modifies unbridled indi- 
vidualism.” 


DELINQUENCY AND THE EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM 327 


School Psychologists 


School psychologists also differ greatly in terms of training and 
duties. In one state an individual must have a Ph.D. in psychology, 
or its equivalent, while in other states he must have certain pre- 
scribed courses or courses which fulfill requirements in certain re- 
quired content areas. Bower (1959) says that school psychologists 
are relatively new on the school staff. At first, they were primarily 
intelligence testers, but their area of responsibility has expanded. 
There is no complete agreement as to their functions and as to where 
their duties complement or overlap those of other disciplines. Bower 
lists the duties which most psychologists perform to some degree 
and suggests additional duties some have to perform. Among the 
latter, he includes work with children with serious behavior prob- 
lems. His original list of duties includes that of helping school per- 
sonnel “to understand the causes underlying various kinds of be- 
havior and methods of helping each child to develop desirable 
behavioral patterns” (Bower, 1959, p. 41). 


Other Special Services 


Some schools provide speech therapy for children who have 
speech problems so severe and so complex as to require special serv- 
ices which the regular classroom teacher is not equipped to give. 
These problems and their concomitant causes require the services of 
a well-trained therapist and sometimes the help of other disciplines. 
Although there is an ever-increasing number of speech therapists, 
there are not enough to serve all the children who need help. For 
this reason too few children with severe speech problems are receiv- 
ing the therapy which they need. In addition, some schools are hir- 
ing individuals to do this type of work who have qualifications far 
below those suggested by the American Speech and Hearing Asso- 
ciation, It is not known whether any speech-handicapped children 
who are not being helped by a speech therapist avoid school, become 
truant, and then become involved in other delinquent acts. 

Occupational therapy and/or physical therapy is provided for 
physically handicapped children in some schools. Some states give 
financial assistance to schools that provide these services, much as 
they do for communities that set up special classes. 

There are educators who are well aware of the value and need of 
special services. Where there is the understanding and cooperation 
of responsible school communities and community leaders, schools 
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are able to afford the salary and other benefits necessary to employ 
the types of persons needed for these special programs. Some 
schools have to settle for much less than “the ideal,” providing what- 
ever services they can with available financial support and person- 
nel. But there are educators who are not interested enough and 
some school board members as well as some responsible community 
leaders who are not far sighted enough to provide all the services 
needed. They fail to see that these services not only help to stem 
the tide of delinquency but also improve education for a great many 
youths. 


Early Identification 


Quay and Peterson (1960) have said that “over the long-range 
period the only satisfactory treatment of delinquency will be the 
prevention of delinquency through the understanding of the psycho- 
logical and sociological causes of delinquent behavior and through 
early identification of the delinquent-prone.” Early recognition of 
the delinquent-prone permits attempts to establish preventive meas- 
ures tailored to meet individual needs. 

As we have seen in Chapter 6 the prediction problem is knotty and 
by no means solved, Nevertheless, the pressure of sudden increases 
in the delinquency rate and/or the pressure of public concern 
sometimes forces schools to initiate programs which it is hoped will 
have some immediate return. In some locals, this may be the estab- 
lishment of special classes, which often become a dumping ground 
for behavioral problems. Or it may be the employment of special 
personnel to work with certain cases which have become severe 
behavioral problems. These approaches serve more to control than 
to prevent the problem. This Suggests not that schools should not 
establish programs aimed at rehabilitating those who are known to 
be problems but rather that the approaches used be more than 
appeasement measures designed to relieve the pressures exerted by 
concerned citizens. But the schools must recognize that, although 
immediate returns may not be evident, early recognition can be the 
most productive method of preventing delinquency, As Abraham- 
sen (1960) says, “The earlier we discover antisocial signs and men- 
-> or emotional difficulties, the better chance we have combating 
them. 

Kvaraceus (1960, p. 382) states that early identification and refer- 
ral of predelinquent and delinquent children must be done syste- 
matically. He suggests that prevention cannot be achieved unless 
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efforts are made to identify early “those children whose deviations 
in home, family, school, and neighborhood promise future hazards 
or difficulties in personal adjustment.” He lists a number of signifi- 
cant deviations reported in controlled studies of delinquents and 
nondelinquents. Among the deviations in the school he has included 
truancy, intent to leave school early, motivational problem, and 
others. As an aid to the trained professional worker, Kvaraceus 
(1959) has recommended the use of several prediction tools and 
devices which he says “have been especially prepared for the pur- 
pose of early identification and delinquency-prone, vulnerable, sus- 
ceptible, or exposed children.” He indicates that none of them is 
fool-proof or predicts with 100 per cent accuracy, but each has 
shown to be valid enough for the trained worker to use. 

Tait and Hodges (1962) recommend another way of using teacher 
observations which they feel would be less tiring for the already 
overburdened teacher. Rather than having teachers complete rating 
scales on children, they would have teachers call for special assist- 
ance to help work with problem children. Thus, they feel children 
would be referred in the natural course of daily school life and 
would not be singled out for special services before they presented 
serious behavior problems. This leaves the actual burden of identify- 
ing the predelinquent in the hands of the specialists. Also, it assumes 
that schools are able and willing to hire the necessary special person- 
nel or that they have access to the services of other agencies which 
can do the job. ; . 

The school must exercise precautions if its staff is to be involved 
in helping to locate the delinquent-prone. Any special method em- 
ployed to assist in locating such youth should be administrated by 
those prepared to use them. In discussing the available prediction 
tools, Kvaraceus and Ulrich (1959) have suggested that some as- 
sume the availability of specialized personnel not presently found in 


our schools. Steps should be taken so that children who are identi- 
fied as appearing to be delinquent-prone are not labeled by teachers 
who lack adequate understanding of such problems. Also, if the 
school does participate in attempts to identify the predelinquent, it 


should be concerned with the problem of rehabilitation. It is futile 
to locate such youth if nothing constructive is done for them. 
The role teachers can play in the early identification of the delin- 
quent-prone will vary in accordance with their professional knowl- 
edges and experiences. Generally, they will be aware of certain 
types of significant behavior which suggest that a child should be 
observed more closely and/or referred to the person in the school 
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who is charged with the task of taking a closer look at children. But 
even with a fair amount of understanding of psychology and soci- 
ology, teachers can use help in determining the significant behavior 
patterns or conditions with which to be concerned. One guide some 
teachers find of value is the check list which accompanies the KD 
Proneness Scale (Kvaraceus, 1953). 

Nationwide, there are school communities that have attempted to 
cope with the problem of juvenile delinquency in their own way. 
Some of these approaches involve the need for early identification, 
but many consist of special services ranging from special educational 
provisions to special extracurricular programs. Although it is difficult 
to evaluate these programs, many communities feel confident that 
they do help. Some of these were reported in the 1959 NEA study. 
Many were aired and discussed at the various meetings which 
Kvaraceus operated during the study itself. These are worthwhile 
reading for communities looking for ideas. In no case can they be 
superimposed on another, as the circumstances involved for two 
communities are likely to be very different. 


RESEARCH 


Like any problem in the area of human behavior a great deal more 
research in the area of juvenile delinquency is needed before it can 
be said that there is any real understanding of prevention or control. 
Research in this area is not new. Sociologists, psychologists, crim- 
inologists, and educators have tackled certain aspects of the problem. 
Of particular interest to educators are those that help them (1) to 
better understand how children behave and why they deviate in 
their behavior, (2) to locate at an early age children who will need 
special attention, and (3) to evaluate school programs which are 


most effective in helping to prevent and control juvenile delin- 
quency. 


Many studies designed to differenti 


) ate between delinquents and 
nondelinquents have been com 


pleted over the years. Kvaraceus 
(1959) reports the results of a number of those in which some forms 
of evaluative techniques have been used. There also have been some 
later reports of such studies. Although the investigators have appre- 
ciated that there are shades of delinquency—that it is not a matter of 
all white or all black—the results frequently have revealed significant 
differences among the two criterion groups in such areas as academic 
achievement, personal adjustment, physical structure, and socio- 
economic factors. The located differences have been also the basis 
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for such predictive devices as those devised by Sheldon and Eleanor 
Glueck (1950) and William Kvaraceus (1953). These studies can 
and are being used to better understand some of the conditions that 
affect the behavior and adjustment of the child in school. Used dis- 
creetly, this information can help schools in their plans for curricu- 
lums adjustment and special services. It also helps to provide some 
clues as to which children are vulnerable. 

School personnel should not only be aware of completed and on- 
going research projects of value and interest to them, but, when 
feasible, they should be involved in certain types of projects. These 
may be studies in which an educator is the chief investigator, or they 
may be those made in conjunction with others wherein the educator 
plays a minor but significant role. In discussing his proposed Insti- 
tute of Research idea, Abrahamsen (1960) stated that one of the 
questions he thought should be tackled was, “How can schools con- 
tribute further in helping to deal with misbehavior in children?” 
More specifically, educators should conduct more research in the 
area of understanding just how schools contribute to delinquency. 
This should include research into causes of truancy and other forms 
of “school delinquency,” the relationship of school failure to delin- 
quent behavior, and the effect of teachers on the behavior and ad- 
justment of children. Just as important is the fact that this research 
should be carefully evaluated and should be shared widely with all 
educators, including those concerned with teacher training and with 
other disciplines concerned with the welfare of children. 

Kvaraceus’ (1959) summary statement regarding research over a 
six-year period is still valid today: “In spite of the mythology and 
folklore that persists in approaches to delinquency in most com- 
munities, there are now discernible a number of promising practices 
aimed to prevent and control norm-violating behavior—practices 
which appear to be relevant to the factors which germinate and 


cause such behavior.” 
SUMMARY 


Authorities in fields concerned with the welfare of children agree 
that the school can play an important role in the prevention and 
control of juvenile delinqueney. Educators are evidently aware of 
the school’s responsibility, and yet there is some question as to 
whether all teachers are equally well prepared to understand the 


problem. 


Some stu 


dies seem to indicate that teachers are not capable of 
recognizing problems which will become signifi 


cant, while others 
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suggest that teachers today are better equipped to do so than for- 
merly. 

Some authorities believe schools help to cause juvenile delin- 
quency. This is evidenced frequently by certain types of behavior. 
This same behavior may indicate delinquency resulting from factors 
not in the realm of the school. Chronic truancy is generally consid- 
ered as a forerunner of serious delinquency. Others forms of absen- 
teeism may be indicative of maladjustment. School failure may 
result from a misfitted curriculum or from some seemingly quite 
unrelated factor. Behavioral problems may also reflect school condi- 
tions or conditions of the home environment. Although not all chil- 
dren who misbehave in school become delinquent, delinquents 
generally misconduct themselves in school. 

Teachers are in a logical position to help in the recognition of 
delinquent or delinquent-prone youth, They also have to play an 
important part in the schools’ role of prevention and control. For 
this reason, schools should select teachers who are not only prepared 
professionally, but are also well adjusted and capable of working 
with this type of youth. The hiring of qualified teachers will lessen 
the chance that schools are aiding and abetting juvenile delinquency. 

One way in which schools help to cause juvenile delinquency is 
by placing improper academic demands on children. Thus, curricu- 
lums should be adjusted to meet individual needs. In addition, some 
children need special services. Schools endeavoring to help to pre- 
vent juvenile delinquency and/or rehabilitate the delinquent provide 
many types of special services. These include such items as visiting 
teachers, special classes, guidance workers, psychologists, and school 
psychiatrists. These services are of benefit to many besides the 
delinquent and potential delinquent. 

Educators can help to identify the predelinquent. Information 
and prediction devices are available that can aid in the identification 
of such youth. But care must be exercised in order to prevent the 
misuse of any information. Educators should be well aware of the 
limitations as well as the strengths of these devices. 

There is too little research in the area of delinquency, as it relates 
to the school, Although it is recognized that some data gathered by 
other disciplines can be used by the educator, there is still a real 


need for him to become involved in research pertaining to problems 
related to delinquency. 
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Editor’s Epilogue 


One cannot read this book and not be impressed by the com- 
plexities involved in researching and theorizing about juvenile 
delinquency. In the midst of this complexity, some promising direc- 
tions emerge. It is gratifying that research is becoming more so- 
phisticated in the application of scientific methods of study. One 
thing seems certain: the trend toward conceptual refinement in what 
is meant by “the delinquent” must continue and this refinement 
must be accompanied by an increased awareness of methodological 
requirements. 

We also seem to have arrived at the point at which studies of the 
individual and studies of the culture must be conducted jointly. 
Neither the individual nor the culture can continue to be considered 
separately if research results of maximum meaningfulness are to 
occur. We need more research in which individual differences in 
response to cultural pressures are studied. At the same time the 
studies of subcultures and ecology need to pay a great deal more 
heed to the nature of the persons who belong to the gang or live in 
the urban deteriorated area. Juvenile delinquency has both cultural 
and personal correlates; the time has arrived to find out how these 
interact. 

Current theorists also need to attend to the lessons of the past rel- 
ative to the formalities of theory construction. Theory is most 
valuable when it has been tested; next most valuable when it can be 
tested. Our currently popular theories are often based on untested 
assumptions rather than on empirical propositions. They frequently 
fail to generate specific and testable hypotheses which can be either 
confirmed or rejected. Too often the implicit assumption that 
delinquency is a unitary phenomenon gives rise to unwarranted gen- 
eralizations, whereas theory may be appropriate only in regard to 
a specific kind of delinquent or delinquency. 
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There has been an unfortunate tendency for research and theory 
to be unrelated. Little of the mass of research accomplished in 
recent years has been generated by current theory or bears directly 
upon it. Part of this situation seems to be due to the relative lack 
of operationality in some current theorizing. Empirical research is 
still most frequently accomplished by those interested in individual 
differences or the influence of family factors, while the broader con- 
ceptualizations have been contributed by those with less predilec- 


tion for controlled inquiry. 
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